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Introduction 
 Undergraduate libraries have existed on North American university campuses for            
over sixty years, but there has been little scholarship on what the definition of such a 
library should be. The most widely used definitions of undergraduate libraries in the 
library literature tend to be lists of roles that undergraduate libraries fill, which can seem 
too rigid and dated to be applied to contemporary undergraduate libraries. Alternately, 
scholarship about undergraduate libraries can bypass the question of definition entirely 
and either rely on undergraduate libraries’ self-identification through membership in the 
Undergraduate Librarians Discussion Group of the Association of College & Research 
Libraries (ACRL), or refer to such a library as a “separate undergraduate library,” 
“university undergraduate library,” or simply as an “undergraduate library,” without 
defining it further, making it seem that “most writers have felt that they, and their 
audience, know one when they see one” (Person, 1988, p. 9).  
 Because of this lack of interest in definitions of undergraduate libraries, the few            
proposed definitions of undergraduate libraries have also not been studied, tested, or 
improved, a fact first lamented by two scholars of undergraduate libraries, Davis (1975) 
and Person (1988). In 1975, Davis wrote that “one of the most pressing problems facing 
undergraduate libraries is the need to develop a general definition of their proper 
activities, functions, and responsibilities” (1975, p. 62). Person echoed this in 1988, 
stating “Few authors have concerned themselves with defining just what is meant by the 
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term ‘undergraduate library’” (1988, p. 4), being, understandably, more interested in what 
these libraries do.  
 This situation has not changed substantially since 1988. The latest study on the            
definition and roles of undergraduate libraries on research university campuses was 
written a decade ago (Lucas, 2005). Lucas’s assertion that undergraduate libraries could 
be conceptualized as a third place has yet to be examined or expanded by other scholars 
in the field. 
 Further complicating the issue is the diversification of undergraduate libraries’            
services, some of which could be considered less undergraduate-centered and more 
campus community-centered. The Robert B. House Undergraduate Library (UL) at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC) is a case in point. Though it identifies 
itself as an undergraduate library and employs many resources and services that support 
undergraduate education, it also houses UNC’s research collection of media materials in 
the Media Resources Center, and its librarians provide technology, design, and media 
production support the entire campus community, undergraduate, faculty, staff, graduate 
student, and community patron alike. This raises the following questions: What 
differentiates an undergraduate library from other libraries? Do the previously proposed 
definitional criteria still apply? Would alternate definitional criteria be accepted in their 
stead? What additional criteria do undergraduate librarians think is missing in the 
conversation? 
 This paper explores previously proposed definitions and new definitional criteria            
in order to understand the definition of a contemporary undergraduate library and the 
roles this library takes on to fulfill this definition. A case study was conducted at the 
!4
Robert B. House Undergraduate Library at the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill to identify the criteria that are most important to practicing undergraduate librarians 
in defining their library. 
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Literature Review 
The Emergence of the Undergraduate Library in the United States 
 In North America, the creation of undergraduate libraries was proposed beginning            
in the mid 1700s as a solution to problems of undergraduate access to library resources 
(Metcalf, 1947, pp. 29-30; see also Lund, 1942; Person, 1988; Strong, 1919). However, 
the first undergraduate library, the Lamont Undergraduate Library at Harvard University, 
was not created until 1949, during a period when the quickly growing university 
populations and competing needs of undergraduates, graduate students, and faculty 
threatened to overwhelm academic research libraries nationwide (Brubacher & Rudy, 
1997; Person, 1988; Strong, 1919). Implementation of this solution occurred due to 
changes in universities that had their roots in the nineteenth century. 
 Before the nineteenth century, institutions of higher learning and their libraries            
were very different from the ones we know today. “During the colonial period books 
were scarce and valuable; libraries were small, as were the colleges themselves; the 
students were nearly all undergraduates” (Person, 1988, p. 2). Because undergraduate 
education was built on textbooks and recitation, undergraduates were not expected to do 
independent research (Person, 1988, p. 2), nor were they allowed open access to 
expensive library materials (Simpson, 1977, p. 210). However, some access was provided 
through undergraduate-run literary society libraries, which offered contemporary 
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literature and elementary texts on academic subjects, as well as comfortable space for 
study (Simpson, 1977). 
 As the university system in the U.S. began to adopt the model of the German            
university in the nineteenth century, universities began to move away from the classical 
curriculum that had been popular up to that point and to embrace research in the natural 
sciences (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). The scientific method used in such research then 
spread to other fields of study, including languages and literature (Rothstein, 1955, p. 7). 
The new focuses of the university became generating original research and supporting 
graduate study (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997; Person, 1988). University presses were started 
across the country in order to publish this original research in books and journals 
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1997, p. 188). To support these new methods of academic inquiry, 
academic libraries began growing at a faster rate. Academic libraries had to both collect 
published new research on a large scale as well as to deepen collections of primary source 
materials in a wider variety of topics (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). Librarianship became 
professionalized to support the increased importance of libraries: “what had formerly 
been the part-time task of a member of the instructional staff became a technical and 
specialized occupation” (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997, p. 187). 
 For undergraduates, the universities developed and imported new forms of            
learning as well—electives, seminars, and scholarly lectures became popular, all of which 
required undergraduates to do more research and to read more widely (Brubacher & 
Rudy, 1997, p. 187). This change in curriculum affected the standing of the literary 
societies and their libraries; “Students, who could once devote all their free time to the 
debates and friendly rivalries of their societies, now needed much more time to study in 
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order to meet new academic standards” (Simpson, 1997, p. 219). The libraries of the 
literary societies were folded into the larger university library collections (Person, 1988, 
p. 3), further boosting research library growth and reducing the library options for 
undergraduates. 
In addition to increased per capita use of the libraries, university populations were 
also growing rapidly. The total number of students at American institutions of higher 
learning doubled between 1900 and World War I (Person, 1988, p. 3), and graduate 
degrees were also on the rise. In 1850, there were eight graduate students enrolled in the 
United States, by 1900 there were 5,668, and by 1930 there were 47,255 (Brubacher & 
Rudy, 1997, p. 193). William Warner Bishop, the Librarian of the University of Michigan 
Library, illustrated the strain research libraries were under: 
Any one who can plan a library building to house half a million or more volumes 
for an institution of six to ten thousand students, and arrange to have unlimited 
free access to the book-shelves for the entire student body, or even the greater 
part of it, will produce an advance in library science and higher education 
incomparably greater than anything which has been done up to the present time. 
(qtd. in Strong, 1919, p. 439) 
The growth continued unabated; as Person (1988) pointed out, “Sheer numbers of 
students, especially after World War II, put great pressure on library space, as did the 
greatly increased sizes of book collections” (p. 13). The libraries were increasingly stuck 
between two needs, the undergraduates’ need for open access to resources to support 
general education, and the research needs of graduate students and faculty (Richards, 
1938). 
 The solution to this friction was specialization. Though targeted collections and            
separate reading rooms for undergraduates did exist at some universities (see Braden, 
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1970, p. 2; Person, 1988, p. 4), there began to be more calls for separate undergraduate 
libraries (Strong, 1919, p. 439). The rhetoric at the time was that this kind of library 
would “spare [the undergraduate] the research library (and the research library 
them)” (Swank, 1952, 43). After the opening of Lamont Undergraduate Library at 
Harvard University in 1949, undergraduate libraries became a popular response to 
perceived deficiencies in academic libraries’ services to undergraduate students, as well 
as to graduate students and faculty (Person, 1988). Using the Lamont Undergraduate 
Library and its public university successor, the University of Michigan, as the model, 
undergraduate libraries began appearing across the nation at research universities. 
Twenty-four years later, there were about forty undergraduate libraries in existence 
(Person, 1988, p. 50; Wingate, 1978, p. 29). 
Origin of Robert B. House Undergraduate Library 
 One of these libraries was Robert B. House Undergraduate Library (also called            
the Undergraduate Library or UL) at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
(UNC). The origins of this library lie in the work of Louis Round Wilson, UNC’s 
University Librarian from 1901 to 1932, who built UNC’s library from an academic 
collection of 32,000 volumes serviced by a staff of one to a research collection of 
235,000 serviced by a staff of twenty-three (University of North Carolina, 1932, p. 1). 
During this time, the University and the Library “emphasized the collection of materials 
for graduate study and research” (Wilson, 1945, p. 8-9), and this emphasis was reflected 
in Wilson’s annual reports. However, as the library became more firmly established, 
UNC’s student population continued to grow, and undergraduate education began to 
involve more reading from a variety of sources, the rhetoric employed by Wilson in his 
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annual reports shifted. He began to mention services to undergraduates as separate from 
those for graduate students and faculty (University of North Carolina, 1926a, 93-94). In 
the Report of the Librarian, 1925-1926, Wilson wrote that one reason to build a new 
central library building at UNC was to provide a separate space for undergraduates to 
access library resources: 
If [the University] is to offer students in the lower classes full opportunity to base 
their foundational studies on an extensive acquaintance with books rather than on 
special texts or lectures, undergraduate reading rooms, adequately equipped with 
table space and duplicate copies of required readings, must be at hand. (University 
of North Carolina, 1926b, p. 4) 
 The new University Library (later renamed Wilson Library) employed the idea of            
specialization in its construction (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1929, p. 
11). When the library opened in 1929, it included a number of undergraduate-accessible 
reading rooms, along with specialized spaces for other populations (University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1929, p. 12): “The reserve reading room has ministered 
especially to freshmen and sophomores, the specialized reading rooms … and the 
reference room to the upper classmen [sic], and the carrells [sic] and seminars to the 
members of the Graduate School and faculty” (University of North Carolina, 1930, p. 1). 
This division of space was well-received by undergraduates, who used the Reserve 
Reading Room extensively (University of North Carolina, 1933, p. 7). Attention was also 
paid to the placement of the undergraduate services so as not to disturb other library 
patrons.  
“The undergraduate body, because of its size and its considerable use of a 
restricted portion of the library’s stock, is largely confined to the front of the main 
floor of the building as near the main entrance as possible, in what is usually 
referred to as reserve reading rooms, where collateral readings are handled. Thus, 
the noise incident to this use of the building is confined to a relatively isolated 
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part and is reduced to a minimum by being near an entrance. (Coney, 1930, p. 
22-23) 
 Another step toward creating the Undergraduate Library can be seen in 1935,            
when an additional reading room was added to support survey courses for freshmen in 
social science and biology (University of North Carolina, 1935, p. 2). It was referred to as 
the General College Library in the following annual report, and consisted of a separate 
collection of required and optional readings that were considered “the best books in these 
fields” (University of North Carolina, 1936, p. 2). Furthermore, Wilson stated that “The 
experiment of a separate freshman reading room, in which every effort is made to provide 
a suitable environment for study, has been demonstrated as thoroughly desirable and 
worth while” (University of North Carolina, 1936, p. 2).  
 The reference librarians of the University Library began noting other differences            
between lower divisional undergraduates and other groups on campus that would have a 
bearing on specialization of services for these students. The reference department 
reported that  
The survey character of the General College instruction and the more specialized 
training of the upper two years are reflected in the nature of the reference 
questions received. A wider range of interests is represented in the first instance, 
and more detailed and technical investigations in the latter group. (University of 
North Carolina, 1936, p. 8) 
The department also recognized that freshmen needed greater assistance in navigating the 
University Library, reporting that “the average student still enters the University poorly 
prepared to use a large library effectively” (University of North Carolina, 1940, p.8). In 
order to improve service to undergraduates, the Library began offering instruction to 
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entering freshmen on the use of the library, along with a library handbook (University of 
North Carolina, 1957, p. 11).  
 In the late 1950s, the annual reports stated that more space for undergraduates was            
needed badly, as the General College Library only had 75 seats for 1200 freshmen, and 
overall there was only one seat for every six undergraduate students (University of North 
Carolina, 1957, p. 6-7). Circulation in the General College Library and Reserve Reading 
Room also continued to increase, and library staff began to feel that  
there is a crying need on this campus to expand the General College Library … 
into a real undergraduate library with a well-selected, general collection on open 
shelves, and with an adequate and comfortable reading area to invite students into 
direct communion with books. … The heavy use of the Reserve Reading Room, 
together with the clearly unrealized potential of the General College Library, 
accentuate the need of improved library service for undergraduates. (University of 
North Carolina, 1956, p. 11-12)  
However, it was noted that there were problems with the existing separate collection 
housed in the General College Library:  
Spot checks of the charge cards indicate that the majority of readers who use the 
books on open shelves in the room are upper classmen [sic], graduate students and 
faculty members and that many of the titles in the collection are not suitable for 
undergraduates. … It is not a well-rounded browsing collection, yet it is the only 
open-shelf collection for undergraduates, other than the books in the Reserve 
Room which are to be used for specific courses and are tied up with short loans. 
(University of North Carolina, 1957, p. 6-8)  
Yet it was still thought that both the collection and space problems could be solved by 
creating a larger Undergraduate Library either within the building or in a separate 
building, with a collection of 20,000 to 50,000 of what were described as “the world’s 
greatest and most inviting books on all subjects” (University of North Carolina, 1957, p. 
8). 
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 In 1958 a new Undergraduate Library was opened within what was by then            
known as Wilson Library (University of North Carolina, 1958, p. 2). It was “designed to 
give UNC a collection of books equal to the total library of many colleges” consisting of 
“‘the best and latest books’ in all classes” (“New Library,” 1958, p. 1) accompanied by its 
own catalog (“Rearranged,” 1958, p. 1), as well as doubling the space available for 
seating undergraduates (“Schedule,” 1958, p.6) and reuniting all undergraduate services 
on the first floor (University of North Carolina, 1959, p. 1). Jerrold Orne, the University 
Librarian, stated that it was a “step … towards creating a separate library for 
undergraduates” (“Rearranged,” 1958, p. 1). Indeed, in 1958, the University asked for 
one million dollars to build an undergraduate library in the 1961-1963 biennium (“Over 
16 million,” 1958, p. 1; “Big UNC,” 1959, p. 1). 
 However, at this time undergraduate students and library staff were also calling            
for open access to the research library’s stacks for all members of the campus community, 
both to increase learning and decrease the volume problems the circulation desk was 
facing retrieving books for undergraduates who were not allowed in Wilson Library’s 
stacks (“Abuses are cause,” 1957, p. 1; Herring, 1958, p. 2; “Readers want,” 1958, p. 2). 
The administration was not as interested in this solution; UNC Chancellor William 
Aycock recommended instead that a combined undergraduate library and student union 
be built, reasoning that “open shelves filled with well selected books for undergraduates 
is preferred to open stacks in a large research library” (“Looking around,” 1959, p. 2). 
Wilson Library tested offering open stacks to the entire campus community in 1959 
(Gallier, 1959, p. 2) but then, due to widespread complaints from other populations on 
campus (“Abuse cited,” 1959, p. 1; “Open stacks problem,” 1959, p. 1), reduced 
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undergraduate access to between the hours of 7:45 am to 6 pm, unless said undergraduate 
had a permit (“Stacks permits required,” 1959, p.1; “Library announces,” 1961, p. 3). By 
fall of 1961, the stacks had been closed again to all undergraduates except honor students 
and those with special permits (“Library stacks,” 1961, p. 5). 
 Attention continued to be paid toward servicing undergraduates’ browsing needs            
in a separate library building. The potential Undergraduate Library was conceptualized as 
a separate space for undergraduate study that held a collection of targeted books on open 
shelving, thereby reducing the complexity of access that could be experienced in a 
research library (Wilson, 1960, p. 35-36). It was also expected to serve as a valuable 
instructional tool for undergraduates: 
Such a library not only facilitates assigned reading, but encourages browsing and 
personal interest reading … [and] provides a natural and suitable bridge for him 
between his small pre-college school library and the much more difficult and 
massive research library which he will presently need. (Wilson, 1960, p. 36)  
In addition, removing the services and materials used for lower divisional undergraduates 
in Wilson Library would increase the space for materials and study in service of ‘serious’ 
research and scholarship (Wilson, 1960, p. 38). This was not a minor consideration, as the 
University Librarian reported that in the previous ten years both the volumes held and the 
students, faculty, and researchers served by the library had nearly doubled (University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1962, p. 4).  
 Funding for an undergraduate library was finally allocated in 1962, at which time            
the selection process for a separate undergraduate collection was accelerated in an 
attempt to select “the most appropriate representation of all the fields of 
learning” (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill,1964, p. 5). A copy of the 
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University of Michigan’s Undergraduate Library card catalog was obtained and the newly 
appointed Undergraduate Librarian, William Artis Pease, distributed the cards by subject 
to faculty members, who removed and added books as they saw fit (University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1963, p. 5-6). The idea behind this selection was stated as 
follows: “The Undergraduate Library [is] solely concerned with supporting the 
University’s teaching function…. The ‘best’ books are taken to be those which are 
selected by specialists for their intrinsic value and which are actually used by 
undergraduates” (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1965, p. 3). Following this 
selection process, annual usage rates for the Undergraduate Library in Wilson were 
particularly high (1.4 uses per resource, as compared to .5 and .8 uses per resource at 
comparable undergraduate libraries) and at least 81% of readers using the Undergraduate 
Library were undergraduate students (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1965, 
p. 3-4).  
 Construction on the Undergraduate Library began in 1967 (University of North            
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1967, p. 5). Attention was turned to staffing in order to offer 
reference and reader’s advisory in the new library: “We must expand and improve these 
services if the Undergraduate Library is to be more than a shiny study hall” (University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1967, p. 6). In addition, testing of new library initiatives 
was planned for the Undergraduate Library. An automated book circulation system was 
planned and key-punching of book cards for the system was begun for the Undergraduate 
Library, where it would be tested and then later implemented by Wilson Library 
(University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1967, p. 10). In addition, the books were 
classified according to the Library of Congress classification system rather than the 
!15
Dewey Decimal, which was still in use at Wilson Library (University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill, 1969b, p. 13). However, the most important function was still to separate 
services for underclassmen and those for the rest of the campus patrons, here described as 
the difference between course preparation and research: 
The division of services between major library units will make of the new 
Undergraduate Library what might be considered a ‘Course Library.’ That is, the 
users of that building will be primarily those who are concerned with preparation 
for courses of study, either in common tools of reference, in a limited general 
collection of current books and journals, or in assigned readings. The Wilson 
Library and most of the continuing departmental and school libraries are devoted 
to research types of inquiry. The upper classman, the graduate student, and the 
Faculty member will find all he requires in one or another of these libraries. In 
each of our libraries we can now sharpen the character of the staff devoted to each 
type of service, and we can seek to minimize the deleterious effects of the noise 
and confusion attendant upon the need to serve a heterogenous public in common 
fashion all at the same place. (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1968, 
p. 4-5) 
 In 1968 the Robert B. House Undergraduate Library opened. The functions of the 
new library were described for undergraduates in a publication entitled A Guide to the 
Robert Burton House Undergraduate Library (University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill, 1969). The new library was explained as having “the general purpose … to serve the 
needs of students with a carefully selected collection of the newest and best books 
presented in utmost accessibility” (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1969, p. 
7). To serve this purpose, the library provided comfortable study areas, open stacks “for 
self-service and browsing,” reserved readings, an Undergraduate Library-specific card 
catalog, and specialized library staff to offer guidance (University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, 1969, p. 7). The guide further explained that the library will both promote 
access of resources by first and second-year undergraduates and increase understanding 
!16
of the resources that these undergraduates will use as upperclassmen and graduate 
students. Finally, it was emphasized that the undergraduates should feel free to use every 
part of the facility, because the whole library belongs to them (University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1969, p. 7).  
 Within the first year the Undergraduate Library experienced unprecedented use of            
both space and books by students (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1969a, p. 
3-4). The use of Wilson Library also increased, meaning that creating a separate 
Undergraduate Library had allowed space for previously unserved users (University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1970, p. 4). In addition, with the Undergraduate Library 
moved out of Wilson, reorganization occurred that allowed single-entrance use, and this 
new control over the exit meant that open access to stacks could be provided. According 
to the annual report for the following year, “The students have taken to self-service in 
locating their books with interest rather than dismay” (Orne, 1970, p. 4). Some immediate 
improvements were made in the years following the Undergraduate Library’s opening, 
some of which are still in evidence today. This included integrating library education into 
the freshman English term paper writing process and continued growth of the collection, 
including more duplicate copies (University of North Carolina Library, 1973, p. VI- 2-76, 
-78). The amount of spoken word and other audio recordings as well as the equipment to 
play them, originally added to the Undergraduate Library Reading Room as a gift from 
the class of 1960 (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1962, p. 22), were also 
increased (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1973). 
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Definitions of Undergraduate Libraries 
 As is demonstrated in the evolution of UNC’s Undergraduate Library, the            
definition of an undergraduate library shifted over the first few decades of their existence. 
At the beginning of the undergraduate library boom, these libraries differentiated 
themselves from other campus libraries based on their space and resources; early 
definitions of the undergraduate library were most often physical descriptions that 
focused on the fact that these libraries were separate, smaller collections open for 
undergraduates to use (Person, 1988, p. 5). Lamont Undergraduate Library at Harvard 
University, the first North American undergraduate library, was described as informally 
administered, housing a simpler card catalog and a smaller collection with some duplicate 
copies of materials the university already housed elsewhere (Braden, 1970). The 
collection was selected with a focus on reserve materials for undergraduate courses, 
pleasure reading, and a core collection of resources, on similar subjects as the reserve 
materials, that could be used by the undergraduates for research papers or to understand 
required readings in more depth (Williams, 1949/1978). The contemporary literature 
about Lamont focused on its physical attributes, including the noise absorption, 
ventilation, and light of the building, as well as the ease of use and composition of 
collections (Braden, 1970; McNiff & Williams, 1950/1978; Metcalf, 1949/1978; 
Williams, 1949/1978). However, as the pioneer undergraduate libraries matured and more 
undergraduate libraries were created, the rhetoric began to change. 
 The roles of the undergraduate library were reevaluated in the early seventies in            
scholarly library literature. The literature about these libraries began to include more 
mentions of services, including liaison work with teaching faculty (Knapp, 1970/1978) 
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and reference as an instructional tool to teach undergraduates how to use libraries 
(Knapp, 1970/1978; Wilkinson, 1970/1978). Jerrold Orne, then the head of the UNC 
University Libraries, wrote that much of what an undergraduate library offered was not 
new, but what was original to the concept of an undergraduate library was the “mandate 
to serve as the long footbridge carrying the gauche freshman, often wholly unable to cope 
with simple library resources, to the level of ready comprehension and use of the massive 
resources of the larger research library” (Orne, 1970, p. 2233). These developments show 
that librarians at undergraduate libraries were focusing on serving their undergraduate 
populations beyond providing them targeted collections, simplified card catalogs, and 
comfortable, separate space, though the main use of the libraries was still seen as study 
halls (Orne, 1970; Wilkinson, 1971). However, none of these researchers set forward a 
definition of undergraduate libraries, focusing instead on what such a library does in 
order to differentiate itself from other libraries (Person, 1988, p. 6-9). 
 At this time, two definitions of undergraduate libraries were written that have            
since been cited in the literature on undergraduate libraries. However, neither were 
proposed by their authors as definitions to be used in subsequent scholarship. The first 
was written by Hoadley, who defined an undergraduate library as “a library unit, 
separately housed and with services geared at the lower division undergraduate student 
on a university campus” (1970, p. 1). Hoadley explained that an undergraduate library so 
defined differed from a “traditional university library” 
1. by providing open access to the collection to avoid the difficulties of the 
closed stack system, 
2. by centralizing and simplifying services to the undergraduate, 
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3. by providing a collection of carefully selected books, containing the titles all 
undergraduates should be exposed to for their liberal education, as well as 
incorporating the reserved book collection 
4. by attempting to make the library an instructional tool by planning it as a 
center for instruction in library use, to prepare undergraduates for using larger 
collections and by staffing it with librarians interested in teaching the 
undergraduates the resources of a library and the means of tapping those 
resources, 
5. by providing services additional to those given by the research collection, 
6. by constructing a building with the undergraduate's habits of use in mind. 
(Hoadley, 1970, p. 1) 
This definition consists of two parts, the definition of an undergraduate library and the 
roles it uses to fulfill that definition. These roles were first proposed separately by 
Hoadley (then known as Braden) in 1967 in her dissertation and were repeated in the 
published monograph based on this dissertation (Braden, 1970), but this was the first time 
she had also presented a definition. However, the article this definition appears in was not 
written merely to propose this definition; in fact, the quotes above were proceeded by the 
phrase, “for the purposes of this paper it will be defined as…” (Hoadley, 1970, p. 1). 
 The second definition was used in Haak’s 1971 paper on goal determination in            
undergraduate libraries, and consisted of the following criteria: 
1. A special library for undergraduate students 
2. located in a university or other institution supporting graduate work to a 
significant degree 
3. housed in either a separate building or in a self-contained section of a general 
building 
4. consisting of a collection designed to support and supplement the 
undergraduate curriculum and a staff and services to promote the integration 
of the library into the undergraduate teaching program of the university. 
(1971, p. 1578, endnote 1) 
The first three criteria in this definition are analogous to Hoadley’s definition. However, 
the fourth criterion more closely follows the older definitions of undergraduate libraries 
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by describing what an undergraduate library does. Again, this definition was not proposed 
to be used broadly by other scholars. It was published as an endnote, and preceded by the 
phrase “In this paper an undergraduate library is defined as…” (Haak, 1971, p.1578, 
endnote 1). 
 Though Haak's definition is now more visible in scholarship about undergraduate            
libraries, it did not achieve wide recognition immediately. Subsequent scholarship did not 
reference it (Person, 1988, p.8); indeed, just four years later, Davis wrote that “one of the 
most pressing problems facing undergraduate libraries is the need to develop a general 
definition of their proper activities, functions, and responsibilities” (1975, p. 62). Person 
noted in his 1988 monograph on North American undergraduate libraries that “There has 
been little concern for specific definition and little acceptance subsequently of the few 
deliberate definitions that have been presented” (1988, p. 9). Person changed this when 
he highlighted Haak’s definition in his review of definitions (1988, p. 7), and then used 
Haak’s definition to recruit “legitimate” undergraduate libraries for his study: “When I 
wrote to the director of libraries at all institutions ever reported as having had an 
undergraduate library, I enclosed Haak’s definition and asked for verification of whether 
each library had met that definition” (1988, p. 20).  
 Some researchers writing about undergraduate libraries have used the criteria in            
Haak’s (1971) definition to define what an undergraduate library is (Rumble, 2003, p. 
6-7; also see a modified version in Engle, 1995, p. 368), or have cited both Haak’s 
definition and Braden’s/Hoadley’s (1970) definition and list of six roles (Lucas, 2005, p. 
301; Rebman, 1981, p. 329). Alternately, researchers have used inclusion in the ACRL 
Undergraduate Libraries Discussion Group as the determining factor for what an 
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undergraduate library is (Bennion, 1978; Person, 1982, p. 4), or have included no 
definition of an undergraduate library (Hardesty, 1986; Hardesty & Mak, 1994; Ward & 
Teper, 2005). More recently, however, the term “undergraduate library” has been used to 
describe academic libraries at undergraduate institutions, rather than research institutions 
(Jobe & Levine-Clark, 2008; Walters, 2008). 
 However, two additional definitions deserve mention. One definition emerged            
from Orne’s description of the undergraduate library as being a “footbridge” leading the 
undergraduate to the resources of the research library (1970, p. 2233). In a symposium on 
the state of undergraduate libraries in 1982, one central disagreement was over whether 
undergraduate libraries served as an effective introduction to the larger research library or 
artificially restricted undergraduates to a collection that could not serve their needs well, 
preventing them from venturing into the larger research library (Person, 1982). However, 
both sides agreed that introducing the undergraduate to the research library should be a 
primary aim of a research university’s library system, whether the system included an 
undergraduate library or not. A broader conception of this gateway function was outlined 
by Wilson in 1999: 
The undergraduate library cannot be defined by space, collections, or personnel, 
but rather, by services that link students with information and provide the 
requisite education to manage that information. The undergraduate library 
becomes a gateway through which students enter, experiment with emerging new 
technologies, learn critical use of information, connect to information providers, 
and emerge as self-sufficient information managers. (Wilson, 1999, p. 37) 
While Orne (1970) and the librarians consulted for Person’s symposium (1982) 
conceptualized the gateway as being another role of the undergraduate library, Wilson 
conceptualized the gateway as an alternate definition for undergraduate libraries. One 
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member of the Undergraduate Librarians Discussion Group, the Johnson Center or 
Gateway Library at George Mason University, was named based on this principle, 
because  
Although we were sympathetic to many of the goals of undergraduate libraries, ... 
many of us had also had experience with the problems such libraries faced, 
including the tendency to be viewed as second-class citizens in the library system. 
Nor did we like the linguistic distinction between “undergraduate” and “research” 
libraries, since we knew that many of our undergraduate students engaged in 
complex research. (Hurt, qtd. in Gibson & Lockaby, 2007, p. 323) 
 Another definition was put forward by Lucas (2005). Lucas supported both            
Hoadley’s and Haak’s definitions, stating that “they hold true for today’s undergraduate 
libraries” (p. 302), but then posited that undergraduate libraries could also serve the role 
as the “third place” between home and work for undergraduate students on university 
campuses (p. 302). Lucas claims that undergraduates are more in need of a third place on 
campus than graduate students and faculty because they are less mobile and do not have 
offices, faculty clubs, or departmental lounges at their disposal (2005, p. 302). Lucas also 
identified several additional “long-standing hallmarks of the undergraduate library,” 
which are “experimentation, innovation, willingness to change service configurations, 
flexibility, and dealing with a large population of students with limited resources” (Lucas, 
2006, p. 304-305).  
Challenges and Changes in Undergraduate Libraries 
 Challenges. During the 1990s and 2000s, all libraries, including undergraduate            
libraries, experienced disruption due to the rise in personal computers and digital forms 
of information. Undergraduate library book collections were reduced in order to make 
more room for computer technology, as well as to respond to reduced demand (Watson, 
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Foote, & Person, 1996, p. 23). In 1995, Engle stated that “three factors—increasing 
financial pressures; the rapid growth of networked, hypertext, multimedia systems; and 
calls for a stronger commitment to teaching—define the current environment for 
librarians working with undergraduates in the research university” (Financial Context 
section, para. 7). Engle found that there was no one response by university library 
systems to these pressures, and that undergraduate libraries across the country were 
alternately being created (but without being called undergraduate libraries), upgraded, 
deprived of staff, merged with other libraries, or totally eliminated (Organizational 
Changes section, para. 2). However, Engle emphasized that there could still be a place for 
undergraduate libraries on college campuses, stating, “Undergraduates need advocates in 
a large university library system, and they need services designed to accommodate their 
numbers and the way they use libraries and library resources” (1995, Conclusion section, 
para. 2). 
 In addition to facing financial and technological pressures common to all libraries,            
undergraduate libraries have faced other pressures directly related to the population they 
serve on university campuses. As early as 1947 writers were questioning whether the 
needs of undergraduates and graduates were different enough to merit separate libraries 
(Ellsworth, 1947), and that questioning increased in the following decades as research 
libraries began opening their stacks to undergraduates. Wingate posited in 1978 that the 
undergraduate library was obsolete, outlining the difficulty in selecting one small 
collection for the modern undergraduate population which had highly heterogenous 
backgrounds, interests, and coursework. He concluded that the costly duplication of 
materials and staff was not needed (Wingate, 1978). Hoadley declared in 1982 that “a 
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new vehicle (bibliographic instruction) was found to accomplish the goal originally set 
out for undergraduate libraries, at perhaps less cost” (Person, 1982, p. 6). Hoadley 
recommended keeping the services but discarding the separate collections and buildings. 
 Another trend affecting undergraduate libraries is web-based catalogs that are            
more easily searched, thereby opening the library collections of the entire university 
campus for perusal by undergraduates. The online catalog “has increased undergraduate 
awareness of, and use of, the resources in subject collections in research libraries” (Engle, 
1995, Organizational Changes section, para. 12). Undergraduate libraries no longer have 
small collections—the university’s collection as a whole is now their collection. More 
recently, there has been a focus on undergraduates producing high-quality research, an 
initiative on American university campuses since the influential Boyer Commission on 
Educating Undergraduates in the Research University (1998) recommended that research-
based learning be brought to the forefront. This type of research cannot be done solely 
using the general collections at undergraduate libraries. 
 In addition, the availability of web resources that can be accessed anywhere            
means that space for physical resources and study could be seen as less necessary on 
university campuses. Since space to house new initiatives, offices, or students is often 
scarce on university campuses, the undergraduate library must be prepared to defend 
itself against encroachment by demonstrating that it needs the space it has. There is also a 
precedent of larger research libraries absorbing the collections and staff of undergraduate 
libraries and closing down their separate space, while continuing to offer similar services 
for undergraduates (Albanese, 2006; Engle, 1995; Person, 1988). Because other library 
systems have successfully changed the manner in which they serve undergraduates in this 
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way, extant undergraduate libraries could be seen as more easily closed down, and their 
collections, staff, and space redistributed. 
 Changes. In the past four decades there has been a slow decline in the number of            
institutions self-identifying as undergraduate libraries. The popularity of the 
undergraduate library began to wane in the late seventies into the early eighties, and by 
1987, the number of undergraduate libraries had stabilized at around twenty-five (Person, 
1988). Person concluded that the undergraduate libraries that survived into 1987 had a 
stronger connection to their philosophical goals (p. 124), such as giving undergraduates a 
sense of identity and special place on campus, instructing them in use of information and 
libraries, and supporting the university’s educational goals for undergraduates (p. 121). 
These libraries had a stronger identity, but were also ready and able to change their 
provision of resources and services as student needs changed, such as increasing library 
instruction as the demand increased (p. 132). The closed undergraduate libraries, on the 
other hand, did not tend to have strongly stated or implemented mission statements or 
goals, focusing instead on practical concerns such as space and collections (Person, 1988, 
p. 120, 122-123). 
 Since that time, the number of self-identified undergraduate libraries has been            
further reduced to twenty (Undergraduate Libraries Discussion Group (ACRL), 2013). 
All of these libraries are located in universities that have a high graduate coexistence and 
tend to be more selective (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2012). 
Nineteen of these libraries are located in institutions classified as research universities 
with very high research activity, while one of these libraries is classified as a research 
university with high research activity (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
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Teaching, 2012). To put this number in context, there are 108 universities in the United 
States that are classified as research universities with very high research activity 
(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2012).  
 In addition, the Undergraduate Librarians Discussion Group has broadened its 
focus from undergraduate libraries. In 2005 and 2013, under the auspices of the ACRL, 
they released “Guidelines for university library services to undergraduate students” meant 
to replace both the “The mission of a university undergraduate library: Model 
statement” (1987) and “Guidelines for university undergraduate libraries” (1997). 
Though these new guidelines do mention undergraduate libraries as one possible way to 
serve undergraduates on a university campus, they focus more holistically on 
undergraduate library services. In addition, the guidelines state that though the primary 
clientele for these services is undergraduates, 
Library services designed for undergraduates may also serve the instruction and 
information needs of graduate students, teaching assistants, university staff and 
faculty, as well as members of the civic community. As such, they are a gateway 
to the university libraries for the entire community. (ACRL Undergraduate 
Librarians Discussion Group, 2014, p. 94) 
This reflects an earlier assertion by the group that the undergraduate library is “the public 
library within the university library” (qtd. in Davis, 1975, p. 70). The undergraduate 
library could be a “haven” for all, “the one egalitarian library service on the 
campus” (Davis, 1975, p. 70). 
Robert B. House Undergraduate Library Today 
 The Robert B. House Undergraduate Library (UL) is considered a branch library            
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. It serves a campus of approximately 
29,135 students, including 18,350 undergraduate students (Office of Institutional 
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Research and Assessment, 2014). The Undergraduate Library states on its “About” 
webpage that it was created in order to “serve the unique needs of undergraduates” (UNC 
University Libraries, n.d., History, para. 1). Its stated mission is to “collaborate across 
disciplines with libraries, campus units, institutions, and local communities to create an 
intellectual crossroads for students, faculty, and the community” (UNC University 
Libraries, n.d., Mission, para. 1). In order to accomplish this, it lists three main functions 
that it performs, which include the following: 
 - Introduces undergraduates to Carolina’s rich and complex library system.            
 - Connects undergraduates and faculty to the information, technology, and            
 other resources essential to supporting undergraduate education.            
 - Acts as a testing ground for undergraduate teaching and learning initiatives.             
 (UNC University Libraries, n.d., Mission, para. 2)            
The About page also mentions that the Undergraduate Library has continued to offer “a 
core book collection aimed at undergraduates; services such as reserves, media, 
reference, and instruction; and provision of a collegial atmosphere for learning and 
study” (UNC University Libraries, n.d., History, para. 2). 
 The library underwent a $9.9 million renovation in 2001 to revitalize its facilities.            
The library is located in a separate building from other campus libraries and is three 
stories tall. The lower level holds the Media Resources Center and a computer lab with 
printers, as well as an Information Technology Services (ITS) service point for 
technology assistance. The entry level hosts the Circulation desk, the Research & Design 
Services desk, the Design Lab, guest and UNC-affiliate computers, printers, a classroom 
equipped with computers, the library’s reserves, browsing, periodical, and reference 
collections, and study space at carrels, four-person tables, and soft seating. The upper 
level holds the general collection, film screening rooms, group study rooms, vending 
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machines, and additional carrel, table, and soft seating study space. The library offers 
both Macintosh and Windows computers, including those in the Design Lab, which have 
design software installed, and those in the Media Resources Center’s Digital Media Lab 
and Audio Lab, which have media production software installed. The Undergraduate 
Library is open twenty-four hours a day, five days a week, during the academic year. 
 The UL’s collection is made up of a general collection, reserves (including            
laptops, ebook readers, chargers, and other hardware), browsing collection, periodicals, a 
small reference collection, and the Media Resource Center’s research collection of 
audiovisual materials, screenplays, and media production equipment. The undergraduate 
librarians and other staff provide specialized services for undergraduate students, 
including research assistance, organizing and teaching the first year information literacy 
program in cooperation with first-year English teachers, and extracurricular activities, 
such as structured study breaks during exams and mini golf during orientation. The 
librarians and other staff also provide graphic design and media production assistance, 
digital hosting of reserves, and additional research help to the entire campus community.  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Method 
 In order to examine practicing undergraduate librarians’ complex perspectives on            
the identity and roles of the contemporary undergraduate library, a case study was 
undertaken at the Robert B. House Undergraduate Library (UL). Interviews were 
conducted with the librarians at the UL to determine if they had a common conception of 
the definition of an undergraduate library, as well as if they agreed on the priority of 
different roles and functions that fulfilled that definition. 
Participants 
 Individual interviews were conducted with each of the five full-time librarians            
who are officially considered to work within the House Undergraduate Library unit of the 
UNC University Libraries’ Collections and Services’ Public Services section. 
Interviewees were recruited by email (see Appendix A). Each interview lasted for 
approximately one hour and was conducted in the interviewed librarian’s office. 
  In order to capture the diversity of opinion of these librarians and the change that            
has taken place in undergraduate libraries since they were first conceived of and 
implemented, the individual job titles and duties of the librarians were not taken into 
account when analyzing their responses. Even though not all of the librarians interviewed 
personally identify as undergraduate librarians, all five are part of the decision-making 
team at the UL and each of their responses was given equal weight. 
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Interview Procedure 
 The interviews consisted of several discussion questions and an iterative ranking            
process using card sorting, which was used to determine which definitional criteria were 
the most important to the participants, which additional criteria could be added, and 
which could be discarded. Each interview began with a review and signing of the 
Informed Consent Form (Appendix B). After this, a recording device was turned on to 
record the interview. The following questions were asked, in addition to clarifying 
questions (to see the full interview questionnaire and cards, see Appendix C).  
 Question 1: What is your definition of an undergraduate library? Each            
interviewee was first asked to define what an undergraduate library was. Notes were 
taken on the response, read back to the interviewee for verification, and then read back to 
the interviewee again during the card sorting activity in Question 4 (see below). 
 Card sorting criteria. The participants were then given a shuffled deck of nine            
cards printed on computer paper (see Appendix C) with the following criteria printed on 
them (each criterion is followed by a shortened version in parentheses, which is how they 
will be referred to throughout this paper): 
• A special library for undergraduate students (special library) 
• Located in a university or other institution supporting graduate work to a degree 
(located in a university) 
• Housed in either a separate building or in a self-contained section of a general 
building (separate space) 
• Consisting of a collection designed to support and supplement the undergraduate 
curriculum (undergraduate collection) 
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• A staff and services to promote the integration of the library into the 
undergraduate teaching program of the university (staff and services) 
• Third place on campus between home and work for undergraduates (third place) 
• Sandbox for testing services for the larger university system (sandbox) 
• Teaching undergraduates how to use the library system (teaching undergraduates) 
• Greater responsiveness and flexibility in the face of change than other campus 
libraries (greater responsiveness) 
 The first five criteria were derived from the definition of undergraduate libraries            
set forward by Haak (1971), of which the first three criteria also reflect Hoadley’s 
definition (1970). To this base of five, four additional criteria were added. As outlined 
before, the concept of undergraduate library as third place was described by Lucas 
(2005). Another of the criteria, sandbox, echoes Davis’s assertion that “using the 
undergraduate library as a proving ground for procedures being considered for 
implementation could be the undergraduate library’s most important contribution to 
academic libraries” (1975, p. 72), as well as being one of the roles defined on the 
Undergraduate Library’s About page, i.e. “Acts as a testing ground for undergraduate 
teaching and learning initiatives” (UNC University Libraries, n.d., Mission, para. 2). 
Teaching undergraduates was an early goal for undergraduate libraries (see Orne, 1970; 
Person, 1982), as well as being one of the roles defined, again, on the Undergraduate 
Library’s About page, i.e. “Introduces undergraduates to Carolina’s rich and complex 
library system” (UNC University Libraries, n.d., Mission, para. 2). The final criterion, 
greater responsiveness, was derived from Person’s (1988) study of successful 
undergraduate libraries. Person (1988) found that undergraduate libraries that had 
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survived up until 1987 had a stronger connection to philosophical goals while being 
flexible with their resources and services. In addition, Watson, et al., assert that “change 
has always been fundamental to the mission of undergraduate libraries because many 
were begun in order to be able to change more readily than their parent systems” (1996, 
p. 24). 
 The interviewees were then asked questions about these nine criteria. The            
following questions were written to spark conversation about the criteria, as well as 
support the participants in developing and re-evaluating their judgements of the 
importance and necessity of each criterion in defining undergraduate libraries. 
 Question 2: Rank these criteria from most to least important in defining your            
library. This question was used to introduce the criteria to each participant and have 
them begin to evaluate the criteria to assist in the later elimination processes. The 
participants were then asked to explain why they had placed each criterion where they 
had in their ranking. If at any point in the process of evaluation the participants wished to 
re-rank the criteria in any way, they were allowed to do so. 
 Question 3: Which of these criteria could be removed without disqualifying            
this as an undergraduate library? Question 3 was used to eliminate the criteria that the 
participants deemed unnecessary to the definition or roles of an undergraduate library. 
They were then asked to explain why they had eliminated each criterion. 
 Question 4: What additional criteria would you include in this definition?            
After asking this question, the participant’s answer to Question 1 would be read back to 
them to remind them of additional criteria they had mentioned previously. Once the 
participants had added all the new criteria they wanted to add, they were asked to explain 
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why they had added these criteria. The aim of this question was to yield criteria that had 
not heretofore been considered or highlighted in the literature about undergraduate 
libraries. At the end of this card ranking activity, the participant would be left with a list 
of criteria that they felt applied well to an undergraduate library and minimized any 
perceived holes in the definitional criteria/roles left at the end of Question 3. 
 Question 5: Which of these criteria could be applied to any academic            
library? The participants were asked to explain briefly why they had eliminated these 
criteria. This question was designed to determine which criteria, if any, truly 
differentiated the undergraduate library from other academic libraries that serve 
undergraduates, as well as from other campus libraries. By the end of this elimination 
process, the remaining criteria should have been both unique and vital to the definition of 
the undergraduate library. 
 Final questions. After Question 5, the cards were removed from the table. The            
participants were then asked two questions specifically about Haak’s (1970) two criteria 
that could be seen as most at risk from financial pressure and automation, respectively: 
• Question 6: Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of 
support to undergraduate education without having a separate space? 
• Question 7: Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of 
support to undergraduate education without having a separate collection? 
These two questions were designed to ascertain the participants’ perceptions of the 
necessity of having a separate undergraduate library and/or a separate undergraduate 
collection on UNC’s campus. Person (1970) and Engle (1995) found that undergraduate 
librarians were deprived of separate space when their libraries were shut down (1970), 
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while staff and services dedicated to undergraduate students were not necessarily 
eliminated. The undergraduate collection is the criterion the most at risk due to 
networked information systems, both because the undergraduates have the ability to 
easily discover and access resources from other campus libraries, including the e-resource 
collections on the library website, but also because undergraduates now have access to 
other search tools and information sources freely available through the internet (Engle, 
1995; Gendron, Jansen, & Schenkel, 2014). 
Analysis 
 All of the rankings were recorded in a table (see Appendix D). Each interview            
was then transcribed and coded using both deductive and inductive coding. The assigned 
codes used in deductive coding included both the original criteria supplied on the ranking 
cards and the new criteria participants added during the ranking process. The inductive 
coding was conducted by highlighting quotes from the transcripts, analyzing them to find 
connections between participants’ responses, and refining the quotes into additional 
codes.  
 Because Question 1 was used primarily as a prompt for Question 4, it has been            
omitted from this analysis. In order to better understand each criterion’s cross-participant 
ranking at the end of Question 2, the participants’ rankings were averaged (see Appendix 
E). To assist in analyzing Question 3, each criterion that was removed was represented in 
the average calculation with a 10 (past the lowest possible ranking, which is 9) 
(Appendix F). Averages were not used to analyze the other ranking activities. To further 
analyze each criterion and aid in composing each part of the narrative Results section, 
portions of the participants’ coded and transcribed responses for each criterion were 
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displayed in tables and sorted according to parallels drawn between participants’ 
responses. 
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Results 
 The Results section is presented question by question, with the exception of            
Questions 2 and 3. Because the participants’ responses to Question 3 were often 
dependent on their responses to Question 2, the results of these two questions are 
presented together. The participants were permitted to rank their criteria in any way they 
saw fit. One participant employed a relatively flat ranking system with three tiers, two 
other participants began with a vertical ranking and then became more horizontal in their 
organization of the cards during the ranking activity, and two others ranked the cards 
vertically throughout the card sorting process. Some participants combined criteria during 
the ranking process instead of eliminating them, and some expanded criteria instead of 
adding new criteria. In order to protect the participants’ privacy and highlight connections 
between participants’ responses, reporting of individual responses has been avoided 
wherever possible. 
Questions 2 & 3: Rank the criteria from most to least important in defining 
undergraduate libraries. Which of these criteria could be removed without 
disqualifying this as an undergraduate library? 
 Tables containing the rankings and averages across participants can be found in            
Appendices E and F. The following criteria are arranged in order by their average ranking 
at the end of Question 3. The top four most popular criteria remained the same during the 
first two card sorting activities, though their order changed slightly.  
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 A staff and services to promote the integration of the library into the            
undergraduate teaching program of the university (staff and services). This criterion 
was considered very important by three out of the five participants, who ranked it either 
first or second. One other participant placed it in the middle third of their rankings, and 
one placed it in the bottom third. Staff and services was not eliminated by any participant 
in response to Question 3. Of the three librarians who ranked the criterion highest, one 
librarian referred to staff and services as the key that sets the Undergraduate Library apart 
when compared with other libraries in the university system. Another thought that, due to 
the changes in the information landscape that widely available internet had brought, staff 
and services was now the most vital part in the undergraduate library, so much so that a 
separate space was no longer mandatory. To them, the undergraduate library “just has to 
be an orientation towards promoting information literacy and the skills that students are 
going to need to succeed in college that may not be implicit within their classrooms.” 
This participant mentioned in their answer to a later question that they think the definition 
could be stopped at staff and services and not go any further.  
 According to these participants, major manifestations of this criterion include            
advocating for undergraduates on campus, focusing on undergraduate learning, and 
teaching information literacy skills. One participant at first ranked teaching 
undergraduates highly, but then realized that they did not want to teach an undergraduate 
how to use the library system, but instead to teach them how to use information. Staff and 
services was seen as a stand-in for that service, because teaching information literacy is a 
major way the librarians “promote the integration of the library into the undergraduate 
teaching program” (Haak, 1971, p. 1578). They stated, “We’re not expecting students to 
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come to us when they need help with their research, we’re … going out to them and 
giving them help, probably before they really even know that they need it.” 
 The two remaining librarians affirmed the criterion’s importance, but placed it            
lower in their rankings. One said that this placement was not to discount the importance 
of the criterion, but to indicate that staff and services did not need to be articulated 
separately, as it is an intuitive part of the definition. The other participant emphasized the 
information literacy aspect of the criterion and that close integration with instructors in 
the undergraduate teaching program was vital. 
 Third place on campus between home and work for undergraduates (third            
place). This criterion was placed in the top third of three participants’ rankings, and in the 
middle third of two participants’ rankings. None of the librarians eliminated third place in 
response to Question 3. All of the participants identified the Undergraduate Library as a 
learning space that is meant for study, with some mentioning “workspaces that are 
situated to optimize learning,” a good balance of quiet and noise, and readily available 
assistance (though this participant also said that available assistance was not the most 
important aspect of the space). However, the majority of the participants also mentioned 
the co-curricular support the Undergraduate Library can offer, be it a place to “see and be 
seen” or materials that support extracurricular or leisure activities. “We view 
undergraduates as people … and we try to treat the entire campus experience, not just … 
the curricular experience they have here.” 
 In order to serve these home and work needs well, four mentioned that the third            
place should be attractive. The space was described as “a place that undergraduates want 
to come to,” because it is variously “comfortable,” “inviting,” “pleasant,” “cozy,” “safe,” 
!39
“casual,” and “productive.” Two participants noted that the library is popular, one saying, 
“I see it everyday when I walk around the building. We are always packed, you know? 
And it’s proof positive that people still need us as a space.” Four of the participants also 
mentioned that the undergraduates feel that the library space “belongs” to them. 
Availability of the space was also an important theme in the responses. Three mentioned 
the library’s extended hours as being an important service to undergraduates and the 
campus at large, while one brought out the idea of the virtual third place provided by the 
library chat service on the library website, which “reaches the students where they are 
when they need you.” The convenience of the library’s location was also mentioned by 
three participants, one of whom stated, “We are at the heart of campus; we are literally in 
between their curriculum and their home.” 
 The two participants who placed this criteria in the middle of their respective            
rankings did mention that there were alternate third places on campus that undergraduates 
could choose from. One mentioned the gym while the other mentioned “the Pit,” a 
sunken courtyard that is bordered on four sides by the Undergraduate Library, Student 
Stores, the Student Union, and Lenoir Hall, which is the main dining hall on UNC’s 
campus. Both of these third places are more overtly geared toward social or physical 
activities, but another third place mentioned by a participant, the Student Union, is used 
often for quiet study. The Union was intended to be a more social space, but students 
have gravitated toward quietly studying in certain portions of the building, and because of 
this third place is not exclusive to the Undergraduate Library. 
 Greater responsiveness and flexibility in the face of change than other            
campus libraries (greater responsiveness). Three participants placed this criterion first 
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in their rankings for Questions 2 and 3. However, two participants ranked it toward the 
bottom of their rankings, one of whom eliminated it in response to Question 3. One of the 
participants who ranked it first later combined greater responsiveness with sandbox in 
response to Question 3. The three participants who valued this criterion highly stated that 
the population they served demanded greater responsiveness. One said that 
undergraduates are open about offering feedback on services, but are used to rapid 
change and are therefore not very understanding when it comes to the slow speed of 
change in a large bureaucracy. Because of this, the Undergraduate Library must be as 
responsive and flexible as possible. The other two participants cited the turnover in the 
population as a reason the Undergraduate Library must change. Unlike other libraries on 
campus that serve a more fixed population of faculty and graduate students, the 
Undergraduate Library’s target population, first years and sophomores, turns over every 
two years, and the entire undergraduate population turns over almost completely every 
four years. These two participants stated that, because the population changes so rapidly, 
the library must change to follow the trends of what these new students need.  
 The two participants who ranked greater responsiveness toward the bottom            
pointed out that all libraries need to be responsive and flexible. One participant said, 
“There is enough turnover in the content that [UNC Libraries] provide, or the way that 
we provide it, or the website, or the expectations of people, that everybody has to be able 
to be responsive…. This is a thing that all libraries should be.” This participant removed 
the criterion in response to Question 3, reiterating that the criterion was not unique or 
integral to the definition of undergraduate libraries. The other participant agreed for the 
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most part, but they also said that the UL needed to change more than other libraries. They 
did not eliminate the criterion. 
 More pragmatic reasons for the UL to be more responsive and flexible than other            
libraries were mentioned by all of the participants. Four librarians mentioned the turnover 
of the population that the UL serves as a factor that also allows more change to occur. 
The library has more ability to change because the new students don't know how it was 
before and therefore they don't have expectations of what the Undergraduate Library 
does. Another factor that allows change are the characteristics of the library staff, a factor 
mentioned by two participants. One participant stated, “One of the values I see of having 
a separate library is that we’re smaller, … generally younger, and willing to try new 
things, and we don’t have to drag the bureaucracy … of the entire library system with 
us.” The other echoed that the library is small and that the staff understands that rapid 
change is something that they must embrace. Two other participants described some of 
the flexibility and responsiveness of staff that they had observed in the Undergraduate 
Library. One stated that the staff at the Undergraduate Library takes suggestions seriously 
and, if they are not able to implement changes at that time, reconsiders the suggestions as 
technology or the economic situation improves. The other talked about the testing the UL 
does: “We try it, if it doesn’t work, we move on… there is success in failure.” 
 A special library for undergraduate students (special library). Special library            
was ranked in the top third by two participants, in the middle third by two participants, 
and in the bottom third by one participant. One participant removed the criterion in 
response to Question 3, and another combined the criterion with separate space. All of 
the participants mentioned that this criterion means that undergraduates are seen as a 
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separate or even special population with different—and at times neglected—needs from 
other groups on campus. One emphasized that graduate students and undergraduates 
study differently from each other, and that therefore it’s important to have separate spaces 
for each group to do work in their own way, much as differently aged siblings may need 
to have their own rooms. Another mentioned that there is a gap in the information literacy 
skills undergraduates have, but that this gap is not necessarily noticed by faculty and 
other librarians. This means that these patrons need special attention and services that 
they are not getting elsewhere on campus. However, though two other participants also 
mentioned that undergraduates are the main focus of the UL, they also mentioned that 
they are not the UL’s sole patrons. One of these participants listed some of the UL’s 
offerings that attract the entire campus community, including the UL’s design and media 
production technology and the accompanying staff expertise. These facilities and services 
are also attractive to and used heavily by staff, faculty, and graduate students. 
 Often the participants referred to other criteria while discussing the special library            
criterion in order to illustrate what special library meant and how it could be made 
manifest. These criteria included located in a university, staff and services, and third 
place, each one mentioned by three different participants. First, the justification for 
having a special library was linked by three of the participants with the criterion located 
in a university. One participant said,  
I’ve noticed that most librarians [at UNC] are very focused on … power users. 
Graduate students, faculty, people doing intensive research, and that’s great. 
They’re the people we buy all these really expensive, obscure (perhaps) research 
material [for]. But I think that you should have staff that are particularly focused 
on helping undergrads, doing what undergraduates need. 
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 Another participant echoed their colleague’s belief, stating that if all the libraries on 
campus focused more on undergraduates and promoted their use of the libraries, then this 
special library would not be needed. In addition, this participant highlighted that, because 
UNC values research highly, the main focus of the libraries is on collections because 
materials are needed to support scholarship. However, “that is not necessarily what… 
benefits undergraduate students most as it relates to a library.” The third participant was 
paraphrased in the previous paragraph about the differences between graduate and 
undergraduate students. 
 Secondly, staff and services was used to describe the things a special library            
would do to serve undergraduates. One participant mentioned “staff that are wholly 
focused on what [undergraduates] need” as an essential facet of a special library; these 
staff would offer information literacy instruction to their patrons along with other 
services. Two other participants cited the behind the scenes work that undergraduate 
librarians do to provide a good research experience and facilities for their special library 
patrons. Thirdly, a number also talked about separate space and third place, mentioning 
that undergraduates need a separate space, one that they feel comfortable in as their third 
place: “It’s a special place that they can come and feel is … their own.” 
 There were two participants who did not find this criterion particularly useful.            
One participant thought that this criterion did not need to be stated or dwelled upon, 
because the other criteria are what have impact and are how the value of the library is 
demonstrated. They also mentioned that it was not what the library was, but what it did 
for its patrons that was the real concern. Another participant started out ranking the 
criterion highly, but then eliminated it, stating that “if we called ourselves the Teaching 
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and Learning Library, if we called ourselves the Technology Library… we’d probably 
still cater towards undergraduates.” This participant indicated with this statement that 
they were not as dedicated to the undergraduate library as an identity, positing that the 
same principles and roles of the undergraduate library can exist in a differently identified 
library. 
 Housed in either a separate building or in a self-contained section of a            
general building (separate space). This criterion was ranked in the top third by one 
participant, in the middle third by two participants, and in the bottom third by two 
participants. In response to Question 3, one participant combined this criterion with 
special library, but no participants eliminated it entirely. Four of the participants 
identified with the idea that there should be a space on campus that belongs to 
undergraduates. One stated, “If they feel like they don't belong in the regular library, … 
that would be the only reason I would say that it needs to be a separate space.” Another 
elaborated by saying that the students seem to be comfortable taking ownership of their 
space and demonstrate respect for it. This participant noted that there is very little damage 
to computers, walls and furniture, damage that can sometimes be seen in other libraries 
on campus. Two other participants pointed out that a separate space can mean more 
freedom to serve undergraduates differently from other populations on campus. One 
stated, “We tend to be a much more social library, in that we tend to be a little bit louder 
and much more geared towards teaching and learning.” Another said that being located in 
a separate space gives undergraduate librarians the freedom to provide services or 
programs for the undergraduate population without disrupting other patrons who are 
expecting a silent study space. 
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 The perceived importance of the criterion ranged from “it’s key” to “it doesn’t            
need to be said.” One participant said, when considering whether to eliminate this 
criterion, that “You could still have evocations of this in other entities, you could have it 
in another building, you could have it in several buildings, you could have it online, as 
long as you are not divesting the culture and you are not divesting the mission and 
service.” In this participant’s ranking, the mission, culture, and service of the UL are 
“way beyond the notion of a physical place.” Another noted that the UL has continued to 
become more separate and grow larger as time has gone on, demonstrating the continued 
importance of separate space in the context of UNC. A third decided that an 
undergraduate library must be defined as separate from other campus spaces because “we 
wouldn't call ourselves the House Undergraduate Library [if located] in Davis.” A final 
participant stated that the library must be a separate, recognizable place in order to get 
buy-in from students and to have distinct branding. 
 Four of the participants drew connections between this criterion and other criteria            
that they were ranking. One decided that this criterion was related closely to special 
library and so it could be combined with that criterion. Another considered third place a 
more important criterion, because they saw third place as a more robust evocation of 
separate space. Two others mentioned that the need for this criterion was contextual to 
the institution. The development of this library was a response to the environment and 
community it is in, which evokes but does not entirely correspond to the located in a 
university criterion. One participant stated that, “If your entire library can be geared 
towards … undergraduates and be really representative of that, and everybody can feel 
comfortable, then I don't think it necessarily has to be housed [separately].” This 
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participant found that the problem arises when students do not feel like they belong in the 
general library and that their population or activities are not supported in that space. The 
other participant stated that whether the library needs to be self-contained or not depends 
on the institution and population the library is serving. 
 Located in a university or other institution supporting graduate work to a            
degree (located in a university). In response to Question 2, two participants ranked this 
criterion in the middle third, while the three others placed it in the bottom third of their 
rankings. In general, the participants did not find this criterion to be very important to the 
contemporary definition of undergraduate libraries, but no participant eliminated the 
criterion in response to Question 3. Three participants thought that the criterion was 
inherent to being an undergraduate library. One participant ranked it low because they 
saw it as a non-issue, stating, “You wouldn't think of having one if there weren't a need 
for it.” Another participant agreed, “It is only a large university that would need to have a 
special collection for undergraduates…or…where you have a big enough population to 
have one.” Being located in a university was therefore a condition that created a need for 
a special library for undergraduate students, but in addition, a library for undergraduates 
could not be considered a special library unless it were located in a university. As one 
participant said, “Otherwise it is just a library….if it’s at a university and there is no 
graduate program, it is just a library.” Two of these librarians found other criteria more 
important than this intuitive one, because, as one stated, “If you don't deal with how you 
are supporting that population, it doesn't matter where you are.”  
 A fourth participant found fault with this criterion because they did not see a large            
difference between “undergraduate libraries” and libraries that are not located in a 
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university but serve undergraduates (i.e. college libraries). In fact, cross pollination 
between undergraduate libraries located in a university and college libraries occurs 
frequently because the population these libraries are trying to support is the same. In 
addition, the participant pointed out that even if the UL wanted to institute a service that 
another undergraduate library provided, the libraries would still be different enough that 
the UL would have to adapt the service for the new setting. Finally, this participant stated 
that all libraries should provide services that are contextual to their setting. However, 
when this participant was considering eliminating the criterion, they agreed with the three 
participants above, saying that if UNC didn't have graduate students then the UL would 
just be a library, so located in a university would have to stay. 
 Four of the participants noted differences between the UL and other libraries on            
campus that were attributed to being located in a university. Most of these participants 
talked about these differences in the abstract. One participant mentioned that there are 
three different audiences on a research campus: faculty, graduate students, and 
undergraduate students. As another participant noted, librarians at other libraries on 
campus are more focused on graduate students and faculty, who are the ones doing high-
powered research. The focus and the mission of the undergraduate library is different 
from the other libraries on campus because it focuses on undergraduates. Another 
librarian brought up the collection, noting that because the research library is focused on 
advanced academic work, it has a multitude of resources on each subject. For novice 
researchers, it is helpful to have a starting place for research like the undergraduate 
collection, where undergraduates can get acclimated and begin to navigate the larger 
collection. 
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 Three of these participants also noted differences and similarities between            
undergraduate libraries located in a university and other libraries that serve 
undergraduates on other types of campuses. One participant noted that a college library 
that focuses on undergraduates does not have to balance tensions between the different 
populations present on a university campus. At a smaller institution, undergraduate 
teaching and learning are the main focus, whereas at a research university there are 
political divisions between the different populations. Two other participants disagreed 
and stated that college libraries and undergraduate libraries located in a university can be 
quite similar. One said that a college library can have the spirit of an undergraduate 
library. In a library where they only serve undergraduates, librarians could do all the 
things that undergraduate libraries do. The other participant corroborated this by giving 
the example of Appalachian State University, saying “They have one library and it feels 
like an undergraduate library.” However, both of these participants agreed that such a 
library would not be called an undergraduate library because all of the services are 
targeting undergraduates. 
 Teaching undergraduates how to use the library system (teaching            
undergraduates). In response to Question 2, this criterion was ranked in the lower third 
by two participants, the middle third by two participants, and the top three by one 
participant. Two participants eliminated the criterion in response to Question 3, and one 
participant folded it into staff and services. The two participants who ranked it the highest 
also identified the criterion as embodying the broader information literacy education 
work of the library, while those who ranked it lowest responded to the criterion literally 
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and emphasized that the fundamental research skills they want to teach are not used 
exclusively with library resources.  
 The former group stated that librarians should teach undergraduates both library-           
specific information literacy skills such as using databases and locating materials, as well 
as broader information literacy skills such as understanding assignments, developing 
research questions, and seeking expert help. These participants also identified many 
educational mechanisms, including information literacy instruction sessions, peer to peer 
teaching across the research desk, and one to one consults with librarians, as well as 
outreach through the Personal Librarian Program for junior transfer students, leading 
Carolina Summer Reading Program discussion groups, and sending library staff to 
conferences, orientations, and other campus events. One librarian stated that the UL staff 
want to take “any opportunity that we can have to let our patrons know, and our parents 
of our patrons too … that this is a… system that is here to help and to instruct and to 
inform,” i.e. not only teaching them how to use the library system, but also demonstrating 
that the library is a place to seek and receive help. 
 The three librarians who eventually eliminated or combined this criterion tended            
to compare this criterion negatively with information literacy. One participant stated, “I 
don’t really want to teach them about how to use the library system, I want to teach them 
how to use information.” Later, they continued, “If their assignment is not something that 
requires it then I don't think we should be teaching them how to use … these kinds of 
sources; it just creates this inauthentic experience where they are using certain kinds of 
things because they were told they have to, not necessarily because they are the best or 
the most natural for them, or the most useful for them.” Another participant stated that the 
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library resources at UNC were valuable and contained quality information to help 
students complete their assignments, but that undergraduate librarians could still fulfill 
their mission by focusing on information literacy and/or using internet resources 
effectively instead of on how to use the library system. The third participant thought that 
the phrasing of the question was not ideal, because the library imparts not just library 
skills but fundamental research skills to students. They thought that teaching 
undergraduates could either be eliminated or combined with staff and services. 
 Though the librarians differed on whether teaching undergraduates how to use the            
library system was an appropriate summation of the UL’s information literacy instruction 
program, they all agreed that this program was essential to the work of the UL. In 
addition, all of the participants touched on the concept of the UL being a gateway library 
for the larger library system. The librarians who eliminated the criterion did so by 
offering a caveat, one saying that students in some disciplines do need to know how the 
library works, and that it is good for undergraduates to know that the library purchases 
many resources that the students can make use of. Another stated, “In a big place like 
this, [teaching undergraduates] is really valuable because this institution has a really 
complicated library system, but once you can figure it out you harness a lot of power with 
it.” The other librarians also emphasized the gateway aspect of the library, two of whom 
literally referred to it as a “gateway” in their responses to Questions 2 and 3. 
 Consisting of a collection designed to support and supplement the            
undergraduate curriculum (undergraduate collection). The undergraduate collection 
was ranked highly by two participants and was placed in the bottom of the rankings by 
three others. Two of the latter group eliminated the criterion. The collection was 
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described by one participant as essential core works, but also “an embodiment of all 
kinds of resources, not just books…. Electronic resources, databases, indexes, … serials, 
periodicals, news sources that come in all formats, technology, software, hardware.” 
Another participant stated that the undergraduate collection is sometimes perceived as 
simply duplicates of books that other campus libraries hold and popular reading material, 
but emphasized instead that it should be understood as a cohesive whole, as a short-term 
collection of introductory materials for scholarship. Two participants also mentioned the 
co-curricular materials, such as cookbooks and travel guides, as being of importance to 
the collection.  
 The librarians had various impressions of how well the collection was used, but            
also referred to different parts of the collection. One emphasized the importance of the 
media collection, stating “everybody uses media, not just undergrads—faculty use it for 
their own research, graduate students use it. It is a highly used collection.” Another stated 
that students wanted to use online resources more than print resources, though 
introductory print materials were still used. A third stated that the circulation rates were 
not very good in the collection. A fourth stated that undergraduates do not use the 
collection in the way it was originally intended, by browsing the shelves. According to 
this participant, the undergraduates do not pay much attention to where the book is; they 
use the catalog to find books and then retrieve them from whichever library holds them.  
 In addition to the content and use of the collection, analyzing the utility of the            
collection was also important to the participants. As mentioned before, one librarian 
emphasized that the library contains introductory materials for scholarship. Another noted 
that the collection is essential to promoting visual and media literacy. A third stated that 
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the collection helps the undergraduates be successful in their studies and broaden their 
horizons through interaction with different outlooks and cultures. On a more pragmatic 
level, a participant mentioned that the undergraduate collection sends a signal to the 
patrons that the UL is indeed a library and cares about research and scholarship.  
 Four participants also outlined how the undergraduate library benefits from the            
larger University Libraries’ research collection. Three mentioned access to online 
resources as being of high importance to the Undergraduate Library, one of whom also 
mentioned that because the undergraduates have access to the larger campus collection, 
the UL does not need to have an exhaustive collection. One also described the 
undergraduate collection as a collection of items that will be of use in the next five to ten 
years, describing the larger university’s research collection as a collection for the ages.  
 The larger research collection was also cited as a reason to reduce or eliminate the            
collection by two participants. One participant stated that, instead of offering a curated 
undergraduate collection, the library could supply online access to everything the 
research library offers and then use staff and services to teach undergraduates how to 
navigate the resources, as well as separate space/third place for them to use the 
resources. Another participant eliminated the general undergraduate collection because 
they found it to be an inefficient use of space and inexpertly curated. This participant 
argued that subject specialists would be better equipped to select appropriate materials, 
which could either be housed in either the Undergraduate Library or the other libraries on 
campus. This participant thought that as long as the subject librarians took into account 
their undergraduate users and undergraduate librarians could still have a say in collection 
development by tracking and voicing what undergraduates need and are actually using, 
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then it would be “perfectly adequate.” The participant went on to state that if the books 
were distributed to other libraries, the Undergraduate Library could have more space to 
create group study rooms, labs, teaching spaces, and media storage and production. 
 Sandbox for testing services for the larger university system (sandbox).            
Participants collectively ranked this criterion the lowest. Three of the participants ranked 
this criterion in the bottom third of their rankings and two in the middle third. Of the 
three that ranked the criterion the lowest, two removed the criterion in response to 
Question 3, and one combined it with greater responsiveness. All of the participants 
spoke about the characteristics of the library as being conducive for testing different 
library initiatives. Four participants cited the library as being good at testing new 
initiatives, due to being a “change leader” and a center for innovation, as well as keeping 
abreast of cutting-edge technology. Two participants cited the population as being a major 
factor, one stating that the undergraduate students are open to giving feedback, and the 
other that the undergraduate students are receptive to changes and are a large, diverse set 
of people who still have more similar goals than other groups on campus do. Two also 
cited the size of the library as a factor, one saying “The research library, it’s just so huge, 
and there are so many people involved. I can see that testing new services in a small 
space like here could be valuable.” 
 One librarian stated that the library tests initiatives and technology not just for the            
UNC University Libraries, but for the university as a whole. The librarians at the UL are 
consulted by faculty, staff, and students from other departments about equipment, 
software, and services.  Some of the tested services mentioned by participants included 
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well-designed study rooms, equipment loans, chat services, assessment strategies, and 
educational programs. 
 The two participants who removed the criterion disagreed with the other            
participants that the population was a useful test population. One wondered about the 
portability of the experiments, because every library is different. The other concurred, 
stating “just because it works with undergraduates does not mean it is going to work with 
faculty or graduate students,” and that they did not like the idea of undergraduates as 
“guinea pigs.” Both also mentioned that sandbox testing did not need to be unique to 
undergraduate libraries. One stated that all libraries “should be testing services and we 
should be customizing services to our different population groups,” including the UL, 
which should be testing new services for subsets of the population such as athletes, 
international students, and veterans. The other participant saw the value of a sandbox 
space in a more conservative research library system, but did not think that the criterion 
was definitional for an undergraduate library. They cited North Carolina State University, 
another university in the UNC system, as an example of how big library systems can be 
innovative and cutting edge without having an undergraduate library. 
Question 4: What additional criteria would you include in this definition? 
 Each participant added between one and three criteria to their definitions at this            
stage. Some criteria were added as standalone criteria, some were created as addenda to 
existing criteria, and at least one was explicitly added as a replacement for an existing 
criterion. The participants valued their added criteria highly—nine of the additional 
criteria were added into the top three of each participants’ rankings, while three were 
added lower in the rankings. Each added criterion is described below, with any agreement 
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between participants noted. The detailed rankings for Question 4 can be seen in Appendix 
G. 
 Mission. One participant added the criterion "Solid mandate or mission statement            
that defines service and interaction with undergraduates” in the first rung of their ranking. 
This mission statement would define the areas of undergraduate experience that the 
library would support, such as undergraduate learning first and then student life second, 
or vice versa. The mission statement would also emphasize that undergraduates are a 
priority, and would implicitly mean that there is administrative support for the library. 
The participant added this criterion to the top of their ranking because  
If you don’t have a strong mission statement, you don’t have a goal, you have no 
direction or purpose. … The rest of the staff, the services, the mechanisms for 
feedback, the facilities, the third place …, where it’s located, and all that kind of 
stuff fits underneath that statement. … Because otherwise all that stuff isn’t really 
going in any particular direction. 
 Assessment. Two participants added criteria that dealt with assessing how well            
undergraduates were being served by the Undergraduate Library, and both placed them 
third in their rankings. The first participant wrote their criterion as "Mechanism for 
fostering feedback about or from undergraduates (assessment).” Their reason for adding 
this criterion was that in an undergraduate library, “you are making a distinction … on 
your patron base,” meaning that the undergraduate librarians need to know that patron 
base as well as they can so that they can serve their needs. In addition, because the patron 
base is constantly turning over, “you have to have a mechanism that allows you to get 
that feedback and then analyze that feedback and know who your undergraduate students 
are, what they need, and what their interests are” in order to “really customize those 
services.” Because of this frequent turnover, the feedback needs to occur often. 
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 The other participant added the criterion "Staff to support/determine freshman/           
sophomore needs.” They thought that there should be someone or multiple people on the 
undergraduate library’s staff who are looking specifically at what undergraduates need in 
their first two years. This participant also cited the frequently changing user base as a 
reason to continually assess undergraduates’ needs. Though this participant thought that 
all libraries should try to discover and support undergraduates’ needs, they thought the 
undergraduate library needs to be especially vigilant because these other libraries tend to 
be more devoted to the power user. 
 Previously, other participants also mentioned assessment when they spoke about            
the special library criterion, focusing on being a library attuned to monitoring 
undergraduate needs and helping them fulfill these needs. Another expressed that certain 
criteria, such as undergraduate collection, third place, and teaching undergraduates, are 
the UL’s ever-evolving answers to the following assessment questions: “Are we 
answering what people are calling for? Are we catering to their style of learning? Are we 
catering to their experience? Are we impacting … how they are performing their work?” 
 Information literacy. Three participants further underscored the importance of            
information literacy instruction to an undergraduate library by adding additional 
information literacy criteria. One participant removed the teaching undergraduates 
criterion and added "Helping undergraduates develop fundamental research skills to be 
used throughout university career” to the third rung in their ranking. This was cited by the 
participant as one of the most important roles the library can play in a patron’s 
undergraduate career. They went on to express that at times it seems that faculty do not 
understand what students come in knowing and expect them to already be prepared to do 
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high level research. If the undergraduate library can intervene by teaching core research 
skills, then it can help students do their best in the classroom. 
 Another participant modified their third criterion, teaching undergraduates, by            
linking an additional criterion to it, "Staff to service/teach undergraduates … how to use 
the resources of the libraries for their academic and individual learning needs.” While 
reviewing the existing criteria, the participant noted that staff were needed to service the 
undergraduate collection, but in the staff and services criterion it was specified that the 
purpose of having staff and services was “to promote the integration of the library into 
the undergraduate teaching program of the university.” However, the purpose of the 
undergraduate collection is not only to support the undergraduate teaching program, but 
also the co-curricular needs of undergraduates. In addition, teaching undergraduates how 
to use the library system does not explicitly include teaching the undergraduates how to 
effectively use the materials they would find in the system. This criterion was meant to 
fill those holes in the definition by clarifying that the staff would service the resources as 
well as teach students how best to use them to meet their curricular and co-curricular 
goals. 
 A third participant noted that a criterion they did not see represented in the cards            
was the fact that the Undergraduate Library provides “different learning approaches” that 
can be seen “in the peer to peer interactions at the desk, in the consults, and in the 
teaching… the formal and the informal.” The staff members at the Undergraduate Library 
demonstrate this sensitivity to different learning approaches in their greater 
responsiveness and in teaching undergraduates. This criterion was not added to their 
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ranking but was something the participant thought should be noted as “a thriving, 
integral, and necessary part of an undergraduate library.” 
 Change leaders. One participant noted that the original greater responsiveness            
criterion, which reads in full, “greater responsiveness and flexibility in the face of change 
than other campus libraries,” was incomplete. They added to the criterion that the 
Undergraduate Library is also more “proactive and open to creating change.” As “change 
leaders,” the librarians at the Undergraduate Library “don't just support and supplement 
the undergraduate curriculum but … we foster growth and change with our resources and 
our services.” The participant outlined that this is done by engaging with the curriculum 
to anticipate needs that can be served by the undergraduate collection, but also by using 
staff and services to augment the undergraduate collection by finding and experimenting 
with new resources and technologies and advocating for their inclusion in the 
undergraduate curriculum. This is not the same as responding to patrons’ needs, but 
instead is “thinking ahead and understanding the climate” to anticipate those needs, or 
even to create new needs. 
 This was echoed by another participant when they were assessing the importance            
of the sandbox criterion, when they stated, “I do think we try new and different things 
more readily than … other libraries on campus, and can … be the change leaders… for 
other libraries.” Other participants also used the sandbox criterion to talk about the 
innovative changes in library service the Undergraduate Library had pioneered. 
 Diversity. One participant augmented the special library criterion, which they had            
previously placed in first place in their ranking, adding "An environment conducive and 
responsive to introducing/experiencing diversity and nurturing openness or cross-
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understanding.” This new criterion was not considered by the participant to be solely 
within the domain of an undergraduate library. However, for some first year students, 
entering UNC may be the first opportunity that they have of meeting and working with 
people from different backgrounds. Promoting diversity is, therefore, an important part of 
the learning environment and mission of the special library for undergraduate students. 
However, the participant also pointed out that the new criterion was pervasive throughout 
the other criteria; being located in a university could introduce greater diversity than 
being in a smaller institution, and a goal of nurturing openness to diversity would also 
affect the library’s greater responsiveness and undergraduate collection. 
 Advocacy. A participant added the criterion “Advocate for undergraduate needs in            
a university library” to the fourth rung in their ranking. They added this criterion because 
they noted that certain users of the library system, especially faculty, are more vocal than 
others. To help balance this, the undergraduate librarians can be a voice for undergraduate 
students, bringing their experiences and needs to the fore so they are treated as a priority 
on campus. This would include advocating for the specialized needs of smaller subsets of 
the undergraduate population, such as junior year transfer students and non-traditional 
students. 
 This criterion was reflected in two other participants’ evaluations of a variety of            
other criteria. When they were evaluating teaching undergraduates, both mentioned that 
they would advocate for undergraduate needs in the larger university by raising faculty 
awareness of undergraduates’ information literacy needs and by teaching students skills 
that some faculty may assume undergraduates already have. While discussing the 
undergraduate collection, one of these participants also mentioned that librarians at the 
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Undergraduate Library could be the voice for undergraduates in the university library 
system by advocating for their needs in collection development decisions. Finally, the 
participant who added the new criterion “solid mandate or mission statement that defines 
service and interaction with undergraduates" mentioned that such a mandate would mean 
that the library and university administration believes “that this is a priority, that 
undergraduates are a priority,” which would be the aim of advocacy. 
 Undergraduates as employees. One participant added a new criterion,            
“Coaching undergraduates as first time employees to build their work experiences to 
become successful employees and supervisors or leaders,” as an offshoot of their third 
criterion, teaching undergraduates. They mentioned that first-time employees need to be 
nurtured and taught how to be good employees, and that some undergraduate employees 
have become supervisors and workers in the larger UNC University Libraries system, 
while others have continued their education and become faculty members. 
 Facilities. One participant added a criterion to the fifth rung of their ranking,            
"Facilities that support undergraduate learning.” They placed it between third place and 
separate space, and stated that neither of those space-related criteria outline specifically 
the way the space contributes to the promotion of learning at the Undergraduate Library. 
The facilities would need to include white boards, study rooms, classrooms, and 
computers. 
 Technology and media support. One participant added the criterion “Technology            
and media support” to the seventh slot on their ranking. Undergraduates are “not just 
writing papers anymore,” but sometimes instructors can assume that undergraduates are 
already well-versed in using certain technologies used to create presentations, websites, 
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and posters. “Undergraduates need a lot of technical support, and [help] using technology 
that people assume they know how to do.” Information Technology Services (ITS) 
personnel can help with hardware and software malfunctions, but they do not offer 
education on how to use specialized software. The UL, however, can provide this support 
through “people who are able to answer questions, provide programming classes, provide 
software if they need it, that are specifically for undergraduates.” However, these services 
are also used heavily by graduate students and faculty, because the UL is one of the few 
places to get technology and media support on campus. 
Question 5: Which of these criteria could be applied to any academic library? 
 The full ranking results for Question 5 can be seen in Appendix H. The first            
participant found that if using different frames of reference, they would respond in 
different ways to this question. They pointed out that “Any [library] that serves 
undergrads, whether its called an undergraduate library or not, any of these things would 
apply,” meaning that a general college library on a smaller college campus would also 
have to fulfill many of these same criteria. They also pointed out that all of the criteria 
that are important in an undergraduate library would also be important in any other 
library, but would need to have a slight change in wording. For example, “‘A mechanism 
for fostering feedback,’ take out ‘undergrads’ and put in ‘faculty’ or ‘graduate students,’ 
depending on what your patron base is. … The distinction will be your patron base.” 
However, if the criteria were not reworded, the participant thought that all of them were 
unique enough to undergraduate libraries to keep in the definition. They ended up 
retaining all of their criteria they had during Question 4, with the caveats mentioned 
above. 
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 The second and fourth participants removed all of the criteria at this stage. The            
second participant began with reasoning through their added criteria, noting that 
promoting diversity is important anywhere, as are staff to teach patrons how to apply 
resources and coaching undergraduates as employees. The participant then stated, “I think 
that actually all of these criteria can be applied to any type of library.” They further 
elaborated, 
It's all about your population and how you serve them. … If we were looking at a 
public library, yes, you’d change your population, but your missions are still 
similar. … From a public libraries standpoint, you collect with your population in 
mind. … You are still teaching your population how to use a library. It might not 
be as much a third place, but those, say, high school students that do use the 
library, it is another place they go. 
They decided that even the special library criterion, as written, could be embodied by 
another academic library on campus, stating, 
If you only have one general library, you would still have special collecting needs 
that would be ‘a special library for undergraduate students,’ not necessarily a 
physical place, but part of that collection would have that special focus even in a 
larger scope of collecting.  
The second participant who removed all of the criteria at this stage in the ranking 
exercise concurred with the first participant. 
You just take out the word ‘undergrad.’ … All of this is applicable to any library, 
be it a branch, or the library system, or just the notion of a university. I mean, we 
all have the same mission ultimately, or we should. 
 The third participant started by saying that “A good [library] would do all these            
things.” As they went through their ranking, they noted that most of the criteria could be 
applied to any academic library, including staff and services, third place, and greater 
responsiveness, as well as their added criteria “technology and media support” and “staff 
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to support/determine freshmen/sophomore needs.” About the latter, they said, “there’s 
much focus on being user-centered now, so any good academic library’s going to be 
trying to change what it’s doing based on want and need.” Every criterion except special 
library, located in a university, and separate building was eliminated at this stage. Their 
reasoning behind keeping the separate building criterion was that “A smaller library for a 
population with special needs should have its own space.” 
 The fifth participant eliminated located in a university, undergraduate collection,            
staff and services, third place, and their new criterion “helping undergraduates develop 
fundamental research skills.” This left greater responsiveness combined with sandbox, 
“advocate for undergraduate needs in a university library,” and special library combined 
with separate building.  
Question 6: Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of 
support to undergraduate education without having a separate space? 
 All of the participants agreed that the undergraduate librarians would be able to            
serve their patrons if they did not have a separate space. However, most also thought that 
either the main library or the undergraduate librarians, or both, would inevitably change, 
for better or worse, to accommodate the merging of spaces and services. They agreed that 
it was preferable to have a separate space in order to serve their patrons best. 
 One participant said that there would need to be structural and cultural changes at            
Davis Library to accommodate the needs of undergraduates. First, the services and spaces 
that the UL has would have to be moved into the main campus library, Walter Royal 
Davis Library, including “the Design Lab, study rooms, a space in which people could 
talk, social spaces, … another classroom, … [and] reserves.” In addition, the participant 
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expressed that “the culture … or the nature and feel of Davis Library would have to 
change to accommodate” the move, though the participant thought that this could be 
partially achieved by offering the same services that the separate UL does in the main 
library. The culture of Davis Library was described as more quiet and intensely focused 
on study, while the UL was seen as more open and relaxed. In order for the undergraduate 
librarians to provide the same level of support to undergraduate education without the 
separate space, 
the culture of Davis would have to change in that way, to allow … more 
conversation, more social interaction, but also … a different view of productivity 
that allows for play and work in the same space. … Play is an important important 
part of work, play is a huge part of productivity within [the Undergraduate 
Library].  
In addition, this participant saw the UL as geared toward teaching and learning, such as 
capitalizing on teachable moments, whereas Davis Library is geared toward achievement, 
like getting a project finished. If there could be a successful multiuse of Davis’s space as 
described, then the UL would not have to be a self-contained space: “Provided that all 
that stuff was there, we had carved our niche in that way, could we provide the same level 
of support? … I think we could.” 
 Another participant highly valued the separate space the Undergraduate Library            
does have.  
I think having the separate space gives you more flexibility and latitude as well as 
to expand, try new things, in that dedicated environment. … When you’re in an 
environment with other populations, then I think that … becomes interspersed to 
some degree. 
However, it was pointed out that undergraduate librarians had experienced a version of 
this situation before during the UL’s renovation in 2005, when the research services were 
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folded into Davis’s Research and Instruction department and the books were stored 
offsite and paged through Davis’s Circulation department, though the circulation of the 
reserves and undergraduate collection materials was still maintained separately. To 
completely eliminate the separate space, there would be more coordination and 
flexibility required, and all the library staff would need to be conscious of the wider 
variety of patrons and how best to introduce them to different resources. The participant 
thought that it could still work, especially because the UL staff already has practice 
providing resources and services to members from the broader campus community. 
 One participant thought that the undergraduate librarians could still serve their            
patron base well, but that “there would be a danger of getting subsumed into the way the 
rest of the libraries do things.” The campus library system is thought of as a “collections 
library,” whereas the UL is a “teaching and learning” library. “So much of [UNC 
University Libraries’] money and staff time goes to the collection. And so I think if we 
went over there we might start to feel that way, too.” Though this participant thought that 
the undergraduate librarians could still serve their patrons without it, having a separate 
space is still preferable: 
We should be our own separate entity, to have some autonomy, to have some 
more control over how things are done here, and not to have to work within the 
culture … of a larger university library. I see that has a very valuable thing. 
 Another participant also thought that the undergraduate librarians would be able            
to serve their patron base well without a separate space if there were certain 
communication mechanisms put into place to keep the mission and culture of the UL 
alive. They answered, 
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As long as we had an opportunity to convene and contribute and articulate and re-
articulate and reform and strategize … a central mission, and ethic and service, 
and … retain that culture? Sure. Would it be ideal? Would it be as fun? No. But 
could we do the work? Absolutely. As long as we retained the mission, as long as 
we retained our passion for the work that we do; … I think that our expertise and 
our interest and our engagement are the real value here. 
 A final participant was convinced that the undergraduate librarians still could            
offer a high level of service because they are a small, flexible staff accepting of change. 
Many of the services that the Undergraduate Library offers, such as reserves and 
technology assistance, could be moved into the main campus library. However, they did 
feel that it would be more challenging, because the mission would be muddied without 
the articulated priority of serving undergraduates. They thought it could be challenging to 
juggle disparate needs in one geography, and it would require balancing the needs of all 
other library constituents, who may have louder voices and very different needs, with the 
needs of the undergraduates. 
Question 7: Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of 
support to undergraduate education without having a separate collection? 
 Three participants thought that overall the UL could do away with its separate            
collection and still support undergraduate education well, while two participants did not. 
However, the UL has several distinct segments of its collection that the participants 
touched on separately in their answers, and some considered more important than others. 
Below are results arranged by segment, namely, the general collection, reserves, the 
Media Resource Center collection, and the browsing collection. None of the participants 
mentioned the periodicals or reference collections in response to this question, though a 
few participants had touched on them during their responses to Question 2. 
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 General collection. Those who thought that the general collection could be            
eliminated emphasized that many, or perhaps most, resources their patrons want to use 
are online, and that the UL has the same access as any other library to that online 
collection. One participant pointed out that this has changed in the recent past; five years 
ago they would not have said that the undergraduate collection could be eliminated, but 
now they think it is possible, due to the increase in the UNC University Libraries’ ebooks 
holdings. Additionally, the patrons are not limited by location if they do not have online 
access to their desired resource—they can find the resources they need through the 
library catalog and can either pick them up or get them delivered wherever they need 
them. In their instruction, the librarians also do not limit themselves to the undergraduate 
collection; one said, “I can’t tell you the last time I’ve referred somebody in the 
classroom to our collection specifically.” 
 Because of these two factors, ebooks and the networked library catalog, the three            
participants believed that the general book collection could be relocated to other libraries 
on campus without greatly disrupting service to undergraduates. Two did think that it was 
still important to have resources available that are catered to undergraduates, especially e-
resources. One participant mentioned that undergraduate librarians should be a part of the 
collection development conversation so that they can be the voice for undergraduates and 
maintain their patrons’ access to these introductory materials. One participant, however, 
emphasized that staff and services are the key, saying that though online introductory 
resources provided by the UNC University Libraries are extremely useful, if 
undergraduate librarians did not have access to them they would still be able to put 
together other free resources to take their place. “I think we’d provide the same level of 
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support that we … always would, even if we didn’t have a collection that was specifically 
catered.” 
 However, one of these participants also stated that in removing the collection            
there would be certain things lost, such as the serendipitous discovery and the ease of 
navigation of a small introductory collection, and the easy access to co-curricular 
materials that are of use to undergraduate students. If the separate collection were 
removed, the UL would be a different gateway library than it now is.  
 This sentiment was echoed by the two participants who did not think the            
undergraduate collection could be eliminated. One stated that in order for the library to 
serve its mission, the librarians must have the proper tools to do their jobs, and one of 
these tools is a collection of population-appropriate resources. If the greater campus 
collection had materials that fit the same selection criteria used at the UL, then 
undergraduate librarians could conceivably do their work without a separate collection, 
but it would not be as effective as a separate undergraduate collection.  
The undergraduate … is going to be looking for that small set of needles in that 
large haystack, and part of the role of the undergraduate librarians and library is to 
help bring the core essentials of what the undergraduate needs to the focus so that 
they can more readily access the appropriate materials.  
The other participant was a less sure about the centrality of the undergraduate collection 
but thought there was still value in having it, especially the co-curricular materials such 
as the travel books and cookbooks. On the subject of electronic resources, the participant 
stated, “We’re moving more towards ebooks, but I still feel that those collections are 
selected or impacted by us.” 
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 Reserves. Of the three participants who thought that collections could be            
eliminated from the Undergraduate Library, two singled out reserves as a possible 
exception. One stated that reserve materials could still be housed in the library because 
they are well-used by undergraduates, but also that they would not have to be, and are 
migrating online over time. The other participant saw reserves as extremely important. 
They stated, “You can have an undergraduate library without reserves, but you can’t offer 
comprehensive and quality support to undergraduates without offering the opportunity for 
reserves to both instructors and students,” and that “If we had reserves and printing, … 
we’d have 75% of what people need us for.” They further elaborated, 
It’d be great if we … thought differently about our collection and really thought 
about what’s actually going to be most used, not about trying to anticipate what 
might be relevant…. What if we spent our budget on a ton of textbooks… that are 
all on reserves here? Reserves is huge. Reserves is the, to me, the most useful 
part, because [they have] been previously identified … as learning objects within 
a classroom setting. These are the required and recommended readings, right? 
These are the things that are going to be most applicable when you’re sorting 
through how you’re going to orient yourself to a subject or a content in your class, 
these are the things that have been previously identified and highlighted as the 
way that you could do that. So I think that’s massive. … In as much as I can tell 
you how to research things, I can’t be more efficient than an expert telling you 
these are the sources that are most relevant.  
 Media Resources Center collection. Two participants directly addressed the            
Media Resources Center materials in their responses. Both emphasized that the materials 
were essential to the UNC University Libraries’ collection and could not be eliminated. 
One stated that the film and media collection could be relocated to other libraries on 
campus without greatly disrupting service to undergraduates. The other participant 
thought that the entire Media Resources Center could conceivably move and become a 
separate branch, though it already functions as a separate branch inside the UL. However, 
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this participant thought that there was a good amount of symmetry between the services 
that are offered through the Media Resources Center, Research & Design Services, and 
Information Technology Services that would be lost if the Media Resources Center 
moved. In addition, benefits specific to undergraduates could be lost, including ease of 
use of the media collection and ease of discovery. 
 Browsing collection. Three participants touched on the browsing collection of the            
Undergraduate Library in their responses. Two participants expressed that the browsing 
collection had real value to undergraduates, but that it could possibly move to another 
location. Another thought that the browsing collection should certainly exist somewhere 
in the UNC University Libraries for the wider campus community to use, but that it did 
not necessarily need to be linked to undergraduates. They said, “I like to think that 
undergraduates read for pleasure, but I don’t know if they do that much. So I don’t think 
that that has to be in the Undergraduate Library.” 
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Discussion 
Definition 
 After two rounds of elimination and one of supplementation, one participant was            
left with seven criteria (three original and four supplied), another participant was left with 
two merged criteria and one original criterion, a third was left with three supplied criteria, 
and two more were left with none (Figure 1). Only one criterion was shared among the 
three participants with remaining criteria: separate space. However, looking more closely 
at the remaining criteria, these three participants kept some version of the following, in 
order of average ranking: 
                                                     Participants
Ranking 1 2 3 4 5
1
"Solid mandate or 
mission statement that 
defines service and 
interaction with 
undergraduates"
Special library Greater responsiveness + Sandbox
2 Staff and services Separate space “Advocate for undergraduate needs in a university library”
3
"Mechanism for fostering 
feedback about or from 
undergraduates 
(assessment)"
Located in a 
university Special library +
Separate 
space
4 Third place
5 "Facilities that support undergraduate learning"
6 Separate space
7 Located in a university
Figure 1. Ranking results for Question 5, “Which of these criteria could be applied 
to any academic library?”
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• A special library for undergraduate students (one participant ranked it in their top 
space, one ranked a similar criterion in their top space, and one combined it with 
separate space and placed it in the bottom of their ranking) 
• Housed in either a separate building or in a self-contained section of a general 
building (one participant ranked it in the middle and two placed it toward the 
bottom of their rankings, one of whom had combined the criterion with special 
library) 
• Located in a university or other institution supporting graduate work to a degree 
(two participants put it in the bottom space in their rankings, and one placed 
related criteria in the top and middle spaces of their ranking) 
This definition consists of the first three criteria in Haak’s definition (1971), and is also 
reminiscent of Hoadley’s: “a library unit, separately housed and with services geared at 
the lower division undergraduate student on a university campus” (Hoadley, 1970, p. 1).   
 Special library. One participant kept the unadulterated special library criterion,            
one kept special library combined with separate space, and one placed in the top of their 
ranking the new criterion “solid mandate or mission statement that defines service and 
interaction with undergraduates.” Though this new criterion is different from the special 
library criterion, the manner in which it was described by the participant was reminiscent 
of how other participants spoke about the special library criterion in their responses to 
Question 2. In those responses, other librarians stated that the special library was 
dedicated to serving undergraduates, and explained how that dedication was manifested 
using the other criteria in the ranking. Though the new criterion, “solid mandate or 
mission statement that defines service and interaction with undergraduates,” is more 
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specific than special library, both of these criteria firmly orient the Undergraduate 
Library toward the service of a specific population, undergraduates. 
  In addition, the two participants who eliminated all of the criteria in response to            
Question 5 stated that the only real difference that could be seen between an 
undergraduate library and any other type of library is the population it serves. Therefore, 
all of the participants agreed that a criterion that differentiates the undergraduate library 
from other libraries is that it is dedicated to serving undergraduates. 
 For the most part, the participants who ended the ranking process with some            
remaining criteria did not value the special library criterion highly during the ranking 
process. Two kept it toward the middle of their rankings throughout the ranking tasks 
until the final question, when one ended up placing it at the top and another ended up 
placing it at the bottom of their three-level final ranking. The third participant began with 
ranking it highly, then eliminated it, but then added a version with more focused wording 
back as their top criterion.  
 Separate space. The three participants with remaining criteria did not find            
separate space to be a particularly compelling criterion throughout the rest of the ranking 
process, either. All three of these participants started with the criterion near the middle of 
their rankings, but as other criteria were dropped and added, separate space drifted lower 
in their rankings. Though none of these three participants removed the criterion, one did 
combine it with special library, indicating that they view separate space as inherent to 
the concept of a special library. However, the separate space was viewed by the other 
two participants more practically, one expressing that “A smaller library for a population 
with special needs should have its own space,” and the other that “if you're going to call 
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it an undergraduate library, you should probably have a definition that defines it away 
from the other library spaces.” Though this criterion is not unique to an undergraduate 
library, it does define the undergraduate library as different from a unit of undergraduate 
librarians in a larger university library. 
 Located in a university. Again, only two out of the three participants with            
remaining criteria kept this criterion in their rankings, while the third kept two criteria, 
one combined and one original, that were related to being located in a university. These 
were greater responsiveness and flexibility in the face of change than other campus 
libraries combined with sandbox for testing services for the larger university library 
system and “advocate for undergraduate needs in a university library,” all of which refer 
to being located in a larger university library system. This participant’s valuation of these 
criteria as unique to undergraduate libraries indicates that a large amount of an 
undergraduate library’s definition is bound to existing in a university environment. 
Located in a university was also consistently ranked low by the participants throughout 
the ranking exercises. Though this criterion is not unique to undergraduate libraries, the 
criterion does differentiate the undergraduate library from other academic libraries that 
serve undergraduates on other types of campuses.  
 The fact that it was ranked lowly is intriguing, because the fact that the            
Undergraduate Library is located in a university seemed to have a great effect on the 
rhetoric used to discuss other criteria. One theme touched on by participants was the 
undergraduate library’s dependence on the existence of a campus research library. For 
example, undergraduate librarians were able to set forward the idea of eliminating the 
undergraduate collection, or at least collection development activities, because a larger 
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research collection exists on campus, something that would be much harder to do at a 
college or community college library. The other theme was that undergraduates, who 
make up the majority of students on campus, are treated as a special population because 
they are on a university campus. This theme can be seen in the participants’ discussion of 
undergraduates’ need for a third place on campus, as well as in Participant 5’s new 
criterion, “advocate for undergraduate needs in a university library.” 
 Further reducing the definitional criteria. As mentioned above, all of the            
participants agreed that service to undergraduates was a defining criterion of 
undergraduate libraries. With this in mind, it could be possible to reduce the definitional 
criteria to only a special library for undergraduate students. The other two criteria agreed 
upon as definitional by three participants, separate space and located in a university, 
could be reasoned to be inherent to the criterion special library. First, the phrase special 
library for undergraduate students would imply that the undergraduate library is housed 
in a separate space, because it has been identified as a “library,” not as “targeted 
services” or some other method of reaching undergraduate students. As several 
participants stated in their responses to Questions 2 and 3, identification as a library 
implies separate space. Secondly, the word “special” connotes that the library is serving a 
special population. Undergraduates on a research campus have specific needs that can be 
overlooked by research librarians who are more focused power users such as faculty and 
graduate students. Because of this, undergraduates need specialized services on such a 
campus. One way to provide these is in an undergraduate library. A library that serves 
undergraduates on a college campus would not be considered special, so a special library 
for undergraduate students could only appear on a university campus where there are 
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competing populations, meaning that defining an undergraduate library as a special 
library would include the criterion located in a university. Otherwise, as the participants 
noted, it would just be a library.  
 However, in more recent scholarship the phrase “undergraduate library” has been            
used to refer to libraries in undergraduate institutions (Jobe & Levine-Clark, 2008; 
Walters, 2008). In order to clearly separate undergraduate libraries from other academic 
libraries serving undergraduates, it may be simpler to state in the definition that an 
undergraduate library is located in a university. Those not familiar with the undergraduate 
library concept would then be less likely to confuse them with other types of libraries 
being called undergraduate libraries. However, because the meaning of the term seems to 
have begun a shift, it may be too late to redefine it in a way that is widely accepted. 
Another possibility is that undergraduate libraries as defined in this paper could be 
labeled “university undergraduate libraries” to distinguish them from libraries in 
undergraduate institutions. 
 The need for a definition. As stated before, two participants did not think that            
any of the criteria were unique enough to undergraduate libraries to be considered 
definitional. One stated that all libraries have the same mission overall, and they found 
the ways the UL manifests this mission to be much more compelling than what the UL is, 
as what it is is not very different from other libraries. The other stated that the library was 
differentiated by its population, and all the other criteria, including special library, could 
be applied to other libraries. These ideas were reflected by Davis: 
For years, special campus libraries have been established to offer in one place the 
materials of a particular discipline or related disciplines to a specialized clientele; 
the creation of libraries in art or economics has not been considered a 
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revolutionary development. An undergraduate library may blaze new service trails 
of perhaps goad older library units into some kind of greater response to reader 
needs, but essentially it is merely one library unit among many. (Davis, 1975, p. 
62).  
 Other participants who did end up keeping definitional criteria also seemed to            
indicate that defining an undergraduate library was less important than what it does; they 
did not see a large difference between services provided by undergraduate libraries and 
those provided by college libraries. A college library could serve undergraduates, perform 
similar services to the UL, and have a similar culture and feel, but would not be called an 
undergraduate library under the definition that has been developed thus far. Is the 
experience of an undergraduate in a research university different enough from that of an 
undergraduate in a college, community college, or even a smaller university, to warrant 
differentiating undergraduate library services in research university libraries from 
undergraduate services in other settings? 
 The librarians of the Undergraduate Library pointed to evidence that being located            
in a university creates unique challenges for its patrons. Librarians who serve 
undergraduates on college campuses do not have to balance tensions between the needs 
of faculty, graduate students, and undergraduate students. They do not have to advocate 
for undergraduates’ needs within their libraries, because college campuses prioritize 
teaching undergraduates rather than research.  
 In addition, being located in a university brings opportunities that undergraduate            
institutions do not have. Started as separate undergraduate collections, undergraduate 
libraries are actually distinguished now from other academic libraries serving 
undergraduates by their independence from collections, due to the networked catalogs 
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and open stacks of today’s research libraries. However, though all libraries could be seen 
as gateways to information and information literacy, a gateway to information on 
research university campuses is vital. The research library system is a large and 
complicated but also extremely powerful tool, and increased encouragement in the past 
decade for undergraduates to produce original research means that it is highly beneficial 
to these students to learn how to use its resources and services. The Undergraduate 
Library can serve an important role in helping students access not only the complicated 
research library, but efficiently access, understand, and manage information, as the 
participants emphasized. Though the definition is still quite similar to other libraries’, it 
seems that because of these differences, differentiation based on setting is worthwhile. 
Roles 
 The definitional criteria outlined above were not highly ranked throughout the            
ranking activities. The criteria’s middling to low rankings point to what Person (1988) 
found in his review of the literature about definitions of undergraduate libraries—that 
librarians are less interested in what these libraries are and are more interested in what 
these libraries do. What the participants ended up disagreeing more on was not the 
fundamental definition of what an undergraduate library is, but rather what an 
undergraduate library does to adhere to that central definition. 
 In their discussion of Question 5, “Which of these criteria could be applied to any            
academic library,” most of the participants focused on how most or all of the criteria 
could be used to describe any academic, or even any public, library with a few tweaks in 
wording. Most of the criteria made up a list of roles that any library could or should fill, 
each with the word “undergraduates” added to it. Though these roles are not unique to the 
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Undergraduate Library, many were still highly valued and viewed as necessary by the 
participants. When the three definitional criteria as outlined above are removed from the 
participants’ rankings in response to Question 4, the participants’ responses seem to distill 
what they see as the most important roles for the Undergraduate Library to fulfill this 
definition. These can be condensed into the following groups of criteria, in order of 
perceived importance: 
1. Staff and services (included in this group are the following added criteria: 
information literacy instruction, advocacy for undergraduate needs in the 
university library system, assessment, technology and media support, and 
coaching undergraduates as employees) 
2. Flexibility and leading change (included in this group are the added criteria of 
being change leaders and promoting diversity, as well as the sandbox testing 
that the library employs to improve its services) 
3. Comfortable and productive space (included in this group is third place and 
the added criterion “Facilities that support undergraduate learning”) 
4. Separate collection 
The final two criteria were the original criteria that defined undergraduate libraries as 
separate from research libraries. They are now the two main criteria that separate an 
undergraduate library from undergraduate services in a university library system without 
an undergraduate library. They were addressed with separate questions, discussed in the 
next section. 
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Undergraduate Librarians Without an Undergraduate Library 
 Separate space. The participants thought that the advantages outweighed the            
disadvantages of a separate space for the Undergraduate Library, though they all thought 
that to some extent undergraduate librarians could offer what their population needed. 
However, the separate space criterion had been maintained by three of the librarians until 
the end of the ranking exercises, and was kept by two more until they eliminated all of 
their remaining criteria in response to Question 5. So, in the context of defining an 
undergraduate library, the participants could not remove it because it is necessary for the 
undergraduate library to be separate, but the participants could see how high quality 
services and resources could still be delivered to their patrons without a separate space. 
 Separate collection. The major difference between the participants’ conception of            
the undergraduate library and the way it was originally conceived lies in the collection. 
Originally, the collection was the defining factor for undergraduate libraries. However, in 
the context of the larger networked collection of campus libraries and the internet, this is 
now one of the least definitional criteria of an undergraduate library. In fact, an 
undergraduate collection would be much more important in a college library or larger 
academic library than an undergraduate library, which can rely on the collections of other 
campus libraries and focus instead on its services, especially instruction. This was 
foreseen by Hoadley, who decided that separate undergraduate libraries had outlived their 
usefulness because instruction and open stacks had been found to fill the needs of novice 
users (Person, 1982). In answers to previous questions, the librarians mentioned that the 
collections could add to undergraduate education. However, these librarians thought that 
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the separate collection could now be discarded while the space and services could remain 
the same. 
Limitations 
 Due to technical difficulties, one of the interviews was not recorded. However,            
because detailed notes were taken during each interview, enough information could be 
provided to justify the participant’s continued inclusion in this study.  
  In addition, in my first interview, the participant indicated that they would rank            
the criteria in response to Question 5 differently based on different situations. The 
participant was instructed to make their final ranking based on the criteria as worded, but 
through the rest of the interviews, the interview approach was adjusted to allow the 
participants more analysis of and change to the criteria themselves. The first participant’s 
ranking likely would have been different if they had been instructed differently. 
 Finally, the interviews had been conducted before the article by Wilson (1999)            
about the undergraduate library as a gateway was incorporated into the paper. In a future 
iteration of this study, the teaching undergraduates criterion would be replaced by a 
criterion better reflecting the modern scholarship on the undergraduate library as 
gateway, especially because several participants alluded to the concept of the library as a 
gateway in their responses to the interview questions.  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Conclusion 
 The most widely used definition, Haak’s (1970), was seen as too limiting for 
contemporary undergraduate libraries. Librarians working in Robert B. House 
Undergraduate Library preferred to differentiate the library from other libraries based on 
the population it served, and expressed this definition through a number of roles, some of 
which had been emphasized previously in the literature about undergraduate libraries, and 
some of which had not. 
 Though this study may describe how the librarians at UNC’s Undergraduate            
Library describe the definition and roles of their library, it reflects only their experience 
with supporting undergraduate education and does not reflect what other stakeholders 
may think. Several of the participants suggested that the same interview be conducted 
with the UNC University Libraries administration to see if they agree with the findings. 
The same interview could also be conducted with other UNC librarians, to see which 
roles they think the Undergraduate Library is filling on campus and to see if those 
expectations match what the Undergraduate Library is actually doing. If their ideas of 
what the Undergraduate Library does do not agree with the roles the Undergraduate 
Library is actually filling, then there may need to be some adjustment in either their 
understanding or in roles the UL fills. It would also be edifying to discover what students 
value most about the UL and what it offers them. To test whether portions of the 
collection can truly be dispensed with, a study should be undertaken at the UL to see 
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which resources are used, how they are used, and how the students would feel about the 
collection being reduced.  
 Because this study consists of interviews with a small pool of participants that are            
all from the same library, it has limited generalizability to other undergraduate libraries. 
However, this case study could also serve as the basis for further inquiry into the 
definition and roles of the contemporary undergraduate library nationwide. These criteria, 
along with the additional criteria identified by the librarians in this study, could be used to 
survey librarians currently working at undergraduate libraries nationwide to see if the 
conception of what undergraduate libraries are and do varies greatly from library to 
library. In addition, because other research universities differ in how they offer services 
for undergraduates, it would be edifying to know whether the same roles are important. 
How much do undergraduate libraries’ undergraduate services differ from research 
campuses without undergraduate libraries? Would undergraduate librarians at these 
campuses prioritize the same roles if they ranked these criteria? More broadly, is 
specialization of library services based on population type useful? Does having an 
undergraduate library perpetuate distinctions between different groups on campus? 
Further study of undergraduate services on research university campuses is warranted. 
 By uncoupling the roles of an undergraduate library from its definition, the 
undergraduate library looks like a fresh concept again. The criterion that had been seen as 
most problematic as well as most definitional, the separate undergraduate collection 
(Person, 1982), no longer needs to define undergraduate libraries. The roles deemed most 
important at Robert B. House Undergraduate Library may differ in importance or even 
existence from undergraduate library to undergraduate library or from time period to time 
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period, as can be seen in this study. By removing these roles from the commonly 
accepted definitions, undergraduate libraries can be seen as the innovative libraries they 
are, flexible and well-equipped to shift roles and services as the environment and their 
patrons’ needs change. This flexible definition could also attract more libraries that may 
not have identified themselves previously as undergraduate libraries. Instead of 
attempting to define some libraries as undergraduate libraries and excluding others, this 
approach allows more inclusivity, a must when self-declared undergraduate libraries exist 
at only a fraction of research universities. 
 This lively debate shows that undergraduate libraries can still be exciting to study, 
but also that there is more work to be done. The continued growth and innovation of 
these libraries gives the lie to the idea that the undergraduate library has outlived its 
usefulness. It has adapted itself to the climate and needs of its patrons, and will continue 
to do so, embodying what, in the end, every library should be: “What will libraries be in 
the future? They will become whatever their users need” (Mathews, 2014, p. 460).  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Appendix A 
Recruitment Email 
Hello [Insert name here], 
I would like to schedule an in-person interview with you as a part of the case study I am 
conducting on R.B. House Undergraduate Library, entitled “The Identity and Roles of a 
Contemporary Undergraduate Library in a Research University.” The goal of this case 
study is to better understand the identity and roles of the R.B. House Undergraduate 
Library on UNC campus and begin to theorize about how undergraduate libraries now 
define themselves. 
  
As a part of this case study I will interview librarians who work in this environment about 
how they define it. The interview will last less than one hour and will include card-
sorting activities and a related discussion. I have included an informed consent statement 
for your review.  Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Regards, 
Caroline Hallam 
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Appendix B 
Informed Consent Form 
This Informed Consent Form consists of two parts: 
1. Information Sheet (to share information about the study with you) 
2. Certificate of Consent (for signatures if you choose to participate) 
You will be given a printed copy of the full Informed Consent Form at your interview. 
Part I: Information Sheet 
My name is Caroline Hallam and I am conducting a case study to be published as a 
Masters paper through the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill School of 
Information and Library Science, entitled “The Identity and Roles of a Contemporary 
Undergraduate Library in a Research University.” 
  
The goal of this case study is to understand the identity and roles of the R.B. House 
Undergraduate Library on UNC campus and begin to theorize about how undergraduate 
libraries now define themselves. As a part of this case study I plan to interview librarians 
who work in this environment about how they define it. 
  
The population being interviewed as a part of this case study consists of five librarians 
who are employed at R.B. House Undergraduate Library. Each librarian who chooses to 
participate will be individually interviewed in their office or another location of the 
participant’s choosing. The interview will include card sorting activities and a related 
discussion about criteria for defining an undergraduate library. Each participant’s 
participation in the interview will last less than one hour. 
  
With the participants’ permission, an audio recording will be made during the interview. 
This recording will ensure that the interviewer has accurately captured the conversation 
in their notes. All interview notes and recordings will be stored on a secure UNC/SILS 
server, which fulfills the required security measures for level II data. These documents 
and recordings will not be linked with participant names, and, once the case study is 
complete, will be securely deleted before the Masters paper is submitted. 
  
R.B. House Undergraduate Library will be identified by name in the Masters paper 
written about this research. However, any comments made by participants that are 
included in the Masters paper will not have their comments attributed to them. 
  
Participation in this case study is voluntary. Participants may withdraw their participation 
at any time. Data already collected up to the point of the refusal can be discarded at the 
request of the participant. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits 
to which the participant is otherwise entitled, and the participant may discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which the participant is 
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otherwise entitled. Participants will not benefit directly from participation in this 
research. 
  
Participants may contact Caroline Hallam ([email redacted]) at any time with questions 
about the research. 
Part II: Certificate of Consent  
  
Statement by the participant 
I have read the foregoing information. I have had the opportunity to ask questions about it 
and any questions I have been asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I consent 
voluntarily to be a participant in this study. 
  
Print Name of Participant____________________________________                                           
Signature of Participant _______________________________________ 
Date ____________________________________  
            Day/month/year                      
  
I consent voluntarily to have my interview audio recorded. 
  
Print Name of Participant____________________________________                                           
Signature of Participant ____________________________________  
Date ____________________________________  
            Day/month/year 
  
  
Statement by the researcher 
I confirm that the participant was given an opportunity to ask questions about the study, 
and all the questions asked by the participant have been answered correctly and to the 
best of my ability. I confirm that the individual has not been coerced into giving consent, 
and the consent has been given freely and voluntarily. A copy of this ICF has been 
provided to the participant. 
  
Print Name of Researcher ____________________________________                   
Signature of Researcher ____________________________________  
Date ____________________________________                                 
                 Day/month/year  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Appendix C 
Interview Questionnaire 
1) What is your definition of an undergraduate library? 
Card sorting 
2) Rank these criteria from most to least important in defining undergraduate libraries. 
 Thank you! Could you explain the rationale behind this ranking?            
 Please tell me more about that.            
 (Clarification: “collections” is most important part of that statement.)            
3) Which of these criteria could be removed without disqualifying this as an 
undergraduate library? 
 Why did you remove this criterion?            
 Please tell me more about that.            
4) What additional criteria would you include in this definition? Please write each 
criterion on a new card. I will read the definition of undergraduate libraries you told me 
before. 
 Where would you add this criterion in your ranking?            
 Why would you add this criterion?            
 Please tell me more about that.            
5) Which of these criteria could be applied to any academic library? 
 (Clarification: which of these criteria are not unique to undergraduate libraries?)            
 Please tell me more about that.            
6) Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of support to 
undergraduate education without having a separate space? 
 Why or why not?            
7) Do you think undergraduate librarians could provide the same level of support to 
undergraduate education without having a separate collection? 
 Why or why not? 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A special library for  
undergraduate students
Located in a university or other 
institution supporting graduate 
work to a degree
Housed in either a separate 
building or in a self-contained 
section of a general building
Consisting of a collection  
designed to support and  
supplement the undergraduate 
curriculum
A staff and services to promote 
the integration of the library  
into the undergraduate teaching 
program of the university
Third place on campus between 
home and work for  
undergraduates
Greater responsiveness and 
flexibility in the face of change 
than other campus libraries
Teaching undergraduates how 
to use the library system
Sandbox for testing services for 
the larger university library 
system
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Appendix E 
Ranking Results for Question 2, Ordered by Average 
Participants
Criterion 1 2 3 4 5 Average Range
A staff and services to promote 
the integration of the library 
into the undergraduate teaching 
program of the university
1 5 2 3 2 2.6 4
Third place on campus between 
home and work for 
undergraduates
2 4 3 1 5 3 4
A special library for  
undergraduate students 3 1 4 3 6 3.4 5
Greater responsiveness and 
flexibility in the face of change 
than other campus libraries
8 7 1 1 1 3.6 7
Housed in either a separate 
building or in a self-contained 
section of a general building
4 9 5 3 3 4.8 6
Consisting of a collection 
designed to support and 
supplement the undergraduate 
curriculum
7 2 8 1 8 5.2 7
Teaching undergraduates how to 
use the library system 5 3 7 2 9 5.2 7
Located in a university or other 
institution supporting graduate 
work to a degree
6 8 9 3 4 6 6
Sandbox for testing services for 
the larger university library 
system
9 6 6 2 7 6 7
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Appendix F 
Ranking Results for Question 3, Ordered by Average 
Participants
Criterion 1 2 3 4 5 Average Range
A staff and services to promote 
the integration of the library 
into the undergraduate teaching 
program of the university
1 5 2 3 2 2.6 4
Third place on campus between 
home and work for 
undergraduates
2 4 3 1 5 3 4
Greater responsiveness and 
flexibility in the face of change 
than other campus libraries
10 7 1 1 1 4 6
A special library for  
undergraduate students 10 1 4 3 3 4.2 3
Housed in either a separate 
building or in a self-contained 
section of a general building
3 9 5 3 3 4.6 6
Located in a university or other 
institution supporting graduate 
work to a degree
4 8 6 3 4 5 5
Teaching undergraduates how to 
use the library system 10 3 10 2 2 5.4 1
Consisting of a collection 
designed to support and 
supplement the undergraduate 
curriculum
10 2 10 1 6 5.8 5
Sandbox for testing services for 
the larger university library 
system
10 6 10 2 1 5.8 5
Key:          Eliminated criteria
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Appendix H 
Ranking Results for Question 5 
                                                     Participants
Ranking 1 2 3 4 5
1
"Solid mandate or 
mission statement 
that defines service 
and interaction with 
undergraduates"
Special library Greater responsiveness + Sandbox
2 Staff and services Separate space “Advocate for undergraduate needs in a university library”
3
"Mechanism for 
fostering feedback 
about or from 
undergraduates 
(assessment)"
Located in a 
university Special   library +
Separate 
space
4 Third place
5
"Facilities that 
support 
undergraduate 
learning"
6 Separate space
7 Located in a university
Key:   +   Combined criteria                 Additional criteria
